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Current Topics. 
Criminal Appeal to House of Lords. 

WITH REFERENCE to the case of Rex v. Ball, dealt with in 
our issue of the 19th of November, under the heading “ A Gap 
in the Criminal Appeal Act,” we now learn that the appeal by 
the prosecution againe che quashing of the conviction in the 
Court of Criminal Appeal is to proceed. The appeal has been 
entered, and, on the application of the Crown, Thursday, the 
15th of December, has been fixed for the hearing. 


Business in the King’s Bench Division. 

THE ADDITION of two judges to the King’s Bench Division 
and the succession of two others to fill recent vacancies have 
raised hopes for an increase in the despatch of business in the 
jury and non-jury courts. But the newly-appointed judges 
ave been engaged on tlie circuits, and the special jury courts 
appear to be principally occupied with the trial of cases which 
are much in favour with newspaper reporters, but are prolonged 
to an extent which must seriously incommode those who are 
waiting for their turn. One action for defamation has dragged 
its slow length along for many das; there is, we believe, a 
prospect of other trials of the same description, and it is not 
impossible that the whole subject of actions for defamation may 
attract the attention of the Legislature. 


Insurance of Election Petitions. 

WE READ that one of the leading insurance companies is ready 
to insure candidates at the present General Election against the 
heavy cost of petitions against their return in consequence of 
the indiscreet action of over-zealous supporters. The average 
cost of these petitions is stated to be not less than £3,000, and 
the company is ready to grant an insurance for a modest 
percentage on the amount of the sum insured. The area of 
insurance has been much extended of late years. We are 
familiar with insurance against claims under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, and it might be suggested that companies 
or large firms would find it profitable to insure against all 
expenses arising out of litigation in which they might be 
engaged. It is doubtful, however, whether some of these 
insurances would not be open to objection on considerations of 
public policy, and the matter is, we believe, anticipated by 
some companies, who, instead of insuring, provide a reserve 
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fund to satisfy liabilities such as those to which we have | 
referred. 


The Labours of Barristers who are Parliamen- 
tary Candidates. 

M. Pierre LAROvuSSE, in his voluminous work, ‘‘ The Grand 
Dictionary,” discusses the legal profession in the different 
European States, and has a separate paragraph for the English 
bar. In this paragraph he observes that, although in theory 
the profession is open to all classes in England, the fees and 
necessary expenses of students, and the high standard of living 
among English advocates, tend to exclude young men of moderate 
means from the “dinners of Temple Bar.” He goes on to make 
the patriotic statement that the bar of France is indisputably more 
learned and better trained than that of England. He admits, 
however, that, with regard to those who are in the front rank of 
the profession and practice in the superior courts, their labour is 
ecrasant, especially as they often give up part of their time to 
politics. In this saving clause, at any rate, Englishmen will | 
heartily concur. They will in a few days be afforded the 
—— of a number of learned counsel in full practice Jeaving 
the courts, day after day, to take railway journeys to their 
constituencies, and returning after a fatiguing meeting, and after 
stinted slumbers, to their duties in London by a train leaving | 
early on the following morning. It may be added that some | 
of these gentlemen are a little past the prime of life, and that the | 
English climate at this season of the year is trying in the | 
extreme. ‘lhe fact that so large a proportion of them survive to 
attain the honour and repose of a seat on the bench, and that, | 
speaking generally, the duration of their lives is probably greater 
than that of the profe-sion in any other country, is one which we 
find it difficult to explain. 


Lunacy Administration. 

It aPrEARS from a statement in the 7imes that the Lord 
Chancellor has made an order amalgamating the judicial 
offices of the Masters in Lunacy and the offices of the Lunacy 
Commissioners, but the Order does uvt seem to be yet issued. 
This is a measure which was suggested in the Report in 1908 | 
of the Royal Commission on tne Care and Control of the 
Feeble-minded, and it was contemplated and provided for by 
section 337 of the Lunacy Act, 1890. That section enacts that | 
the Lord Chancellor may, if he thinks expedient, “ amalga- | 
mate the office of the masters and their staff, and the office of 
the Chancery visitors and their staff,” and may “ amalgamate | 


| 
| 


such offices or either of them with the office of the commis- | 


sioners,’ and be may give such directions as be may thirk fit 
‘for the reconstitution of the commissioners, and for the exer 
cise and performance of the powers and duties of the com- 
missioners, and of the officers and staff amalgamated respectively 
under any order under this section.” The Lord Chancellor 
may also, with the concurrence of the Treasury, fix the quali- 
fication and salaries of the members of the amalgamated office 
and of the staff, but an order under the section is not to be 
made so as to prejudice the rights of the masters, visitors, and 
commissioners who held office at the time of the passing of tLe 
Act. At present there are two masters in lunacy, Masters 
FiscHER and THrOBALD, three Chancery visitors, and eleven 
commissioners, of whom five are honorary and the other six paid, 
three being medical and three legal. Speaking generally, the 
duties of the masters are judicial ; the Chancery visitors have 
the charge of lunatics so found ; and the commissioners have 
the general control of lunatic asylums, with the duty of visiting 
such asylums and also patients in private houses. The present 
order does not appear to touch the Chancery visitors, but 
exercises the power of section 337 only in respect of the masters 
in lunacy and the commissioners. 


The Double Duty on Premium Leases. 

It APPEARS from correspondence which has passed between 
Messrs. Bennett & Leaver and the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer that the question of amending the Finance Act, 1910, 
in regard to stamp duty on premiums paid for the grant of 
leases is under consideration. Attention was called to the 
point in these columns soon after the passing of the Act 





(52 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL 531, and passim). Under section 
73 the stamp duty on conveyances on sale is doubled, but 
the old rate is retained where the consideration does not exceed 
£500. Under section 75 the stamp duty on leases is doubled, 
and by the accident that the duty on a promium included in the 
consideration is imposed, under the heal of “Leases” in the 
Stamp Act, 1891, by reference to conveyance on sale, section 75 
has possibly the effect of doubling the premium stamp without 
incorporating the —— of section 73 in favour of premiums 
not exceeding £500. We say, “ possibly,’ becanse the result is 
so opposed to the scheme of the two Acts that it is only by a 
very strict interpretation of the Act of this year that the result 
is arrived at. It is by no means unlikely that, if the case came 
before the court, it would be held that the exemption in 
respect of conveyances on sales not exceeding £500 applies 
equally to leases at premiums, since these are by the Act of 
1891 directed to be treated as conveyances on sale. And under 
the more enlightened administration of the Stamp Act which 
prevailed some years ago, the case would have been treated as 
one in which the increased duty would not have been charged in 
practice, even if the literal interpretation of the Act authorized 
it. Apparently, however, the Inland Revenue Commissioners 
intend to exact everything which the statute may possibly, though 


inadvertently, give them, and it is satisfactory to know that 


there is a likelihood of the necessary amendment in the statute 
being made. 


When Greek Meets Greek. 

CAN A man meet himself? Can he form a meeting solus? Lord 
Dundreary, it may be remembered, thought the question 
“silly ” when applied to birds flocking. ‘Buds of a feather 
flock together” ; they could not, he considered, “ flock alone.” 
WarriIncTon, J., has just expressed the same opinion with 
regard to the word “meeting” in its ordinary sense; but has 
decided that a context may alter the case. The Court of 
Appeal (in Sharp v. Dawes, 2 Q. B. D. 26) and Sir GgeorGE 
JESSEL (in Re Sanitary Carbon Co., 1877, W. N. 223) had decided 
already that a single shareholder cannot constitute a meeting of 
a company; and that a pocket-full of proxies and the strictest 
compliance with the usual formalities, even to the passing of a 
vote of thanks to himself, would not make bim a “ meeting.” 
But in East v. Bennett Brothers (Limited) (reported elsewhere) the 
position was different. ‘The consent of preference shareholders 
‘at a meeting” was required to the issue of new shares. There 
was but one holder of all the preference sbares, and he formally 
recorded his consent to a new issue. His lordship held that the 

new sbares were validly issued. For all the preference shares 

of a small company to get into a single band is not a very 
unnsual event, and must be treated as witbin the contemplation 
of the framers of the memorandum. They must be taken to 
have made provision for this contingency, and therefore to bave 
used the word “meeting” in an unusual sense as including the 
formal consent of a sole preference shareho'der. This interpreta- 
tion satisfied the object with which the provision bad been 
inserted, that the consent of the class affected shoud be formally 
obtained and recorded. And, seeing that the shares had been 
treated as valid for upwards of six years, the result was in 
accordance with obvious common sense. So far his lordship. As 
to the result we agree; but, with deference, the process of 
reasoning appears to be unsatisfactory. ‘ihe context did not 
really suggest that “ meeting” here bore an unusual meaning. 
It was simply and clearly a casus omissus. A more direct and 
satisfactory course to adopt would have been boldly to apply 
the maxim “ cessante ratione legis cessat ipsa lex,” for, as COKE 
puts it, ‘* Reason is the soul of law, and when the reason of any 
particular law ceases so does the law itself.” 


Costs Payable by Third Party 

Ir HAS been held by Mr. MuiR MACKENZIE, one of the Official 
Referecs, in Ranger, Burton d& Frost v. Tilden Smith (Times, 
| 29th ult.), that section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, does not 
apply in a case where a claim for costs is made against a person 
who has undertaken to pay them on behalf of the client. The 
section provides that a solicitor shall not commence an action for 
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the recovery of costs until the expiration of a month after he 
has delivered ‘‘to the party to be charged therewith” his bill 
of costs, either signed by him, or accompanied by a signed 
letter referring to the bill. Where a person other than the 
client agrees to pay the solicitor’s costs, he is, in a sense, the party 
to be charged therewith. But it was decided in Greening v. Reeder 
(40 W. R. 623) that he is not the party to be charged therewith 
within the meaning of the section, and the Official Referee 
fullowed this authority on the present occasion. As he pointed 
out, the liability of the client to the solicitor and the liability of 
the third person who undertakes to pay the costs are different 
matters. The client is the party to be charged, and it is only in his 
favour that the section operates. The liability of the third person 
is on a separate contract and is founded on a distinct consideration. 
There remains the question whether the third party is entitled to 
have a taxation of the bill, and this is ordinarily governed by 
section 38, which provides that where any person, not the party 
chargeable with the bill within the meaning of section 37, shall 
be liable to pay it, he may make such application for taxation 
as the party chargeable might himself make ; but in the present 
case this was excluded by the fact that more than twelve months 
had elapsed since the delivery of the bill to the clients. The 
clients were the Salvation Army ; the plaintiffs were their 
solicitors, and the costs were incurred in connection with a scheme 
for colonizing part of Rhodesia, The defendant had undertaken 
to pay the costs of the Salvation Army, and a signed bill 
against the Army had been delivered more than a year before 
the action. But although the twelve months for taxation 
may have elapsed, the court is not without the means of examin- 
ing into a claim for costs. In Re Park (41 Ch. D. 326), where 
a claim on a bill delivered more than twelve months before the 
testator’s death was made against his executors, the Court of 
Appeal held that the proper course was to refer the bill to the 
taxing master, not for taxation in the strict sense, but that he 
might, as an expert in bills of costs, form an opinion as to what 
was proper to be allowed. Similarly, in the present case the 
Official Referee held that the defendant was not deprived by the 
lapse of time of the right to have the bill inquired into, but 
was entitled to take objection to, particular items. 


The Monroe Doctrine. 


Tue Times South American Supplement of the 29th ult. 
contaned matter of unusual interest in two articles on the 
Monroe doct:ine. One was an article by the Hon. James Brown 
Scott, United States Delegate to the Second Hague Conference ; 
and the other was a leading article. The doctrine took its origin 
in President Monror’s Message to Congress in 1823. Ever since 
1810 diplomatic circles in the United States and in Europe had 
been troubled as to the recognition of the independence of the 
revolted Spanish colonies in South America. In 1823 there was 
still the possibility that Spanish pretensions to sovereignty might 
be asserted by European intervention, and to this boththe United 
States and Great Britain were opposed. The enunciation of 
the Monroe doctrine put an end to the possibility. The United 
States had, after long delay, recognized the independence of the 
new Latin republics, and President MONROE stated explicitly 
that “we could not view any interposition for the purpose of 
oppressing them or controlling in any other manner their destiny, 
y any European Power, in any other light than as the manifes- 
tation of an unfriendly disposition towards the United States.” 
Since that time the Latin republics have grown in importance, 
and Pan-American conferences have been held with a view to 
consolidating the interests of the United States and South 
America. The fourth, held this year, coincided with 
the centenary of the origin of the Latin republics. It 
is the aim of Mr. Scott's article to shew that the Monroe 
doctr:ne is still in operation as a defence against foreign aggres- 
sion, though its maintenance bas been endangered by the 
supposed necessity of compelling South American States to 
recognize their financial obligations to foreign creditors. Fortu- 
nately, the pressure of the danger has been lessened by the 
arrangements of the Hague Convention of 1907 for submitting 
such questions to arbitration, and Mr. Scott argues strongly in 
favour of a policy of mutual trust and friendliness between the 








United States and South America, on the basis, we gather, of 
the maintenance of the Monroe doctrine. It would perhaps be 


too much to expect the leader-writer of the 7imes to accept this 


position with equanimity, and he dismisses the idea of an alliance 
between North and South America, on the basis of the Monroe 
doctrine, as “the shadow of a dream,” the real tendency being 
to Anglo-Saxon federation. The Monroe doctrine itself he 
regards as incompatible with recent incur.ions of the United 
States into world-politics. It may be so, but the Pan-American 
conferences at least stand for the principle enunciated by Mr. 
Root in 1906 that “the independence and equal rights of the 
sma'lest and weakest member of the family of nations are 
entitled to as much respect as those of the greatest empire.” 


The Aerial Navigation Conference. 


THE INTERNATIONAL Conference on Aerial Rights which met 
in Paris this year adjourned on June 29th after preparing a 
draft Convention. The Zimes of the 29th of November, in 
announcing that the conference is about to resume its sittings, 
prints an interesting summary and account of the Draft Conven- 
tion, so far as it has yet gone. The Convention is to apply to 
“airships” only—d.e., balloons, dirigible or otherwise, and not 
to aeroplanes or flying machines, except when these latter are 
engaged in international journeys. Airships are to have a 
“ nationality ” conferred on them by some one or other of the 
States who enter into the Convent'on. This “nationality,” 
however, may be based either on the nationality (strictly 
speaking) of the owner or on his domicil. Considering the 
different meanings that are attached to the word “ domicil’’ 
in French and in Engli-b, this provision is likely to give rise to 
some difficulty. Each airship, when so provided with a nation- 
ality, is to be placed on a register, and to receive a certificate of 
nationality, and also a navigation certificate. Professional 
airmen are also to receive certificates of competence. With 
regard to the admission of airships into or over the territory of 
a contracting State the text of the draft Convention appears to 
be still unsettled. The proposed rules and some amendments 
proposed by the British delegate are printed. The principle on 
which the provisions relating to the admission of airships are 
to be drafted appeirs to be that each State is entitled to regard 
the atmosphere up to any practically conceivable height as 
part of its territory, and it is contemplated that municipal 
law may have to be amended in order to bring it into 
harmony with the iaternational obligations of the Conven- 
tion. Free access within reasonable limits is proposed to be 
allowed into each State for airships having a nationality of 
any other contracting State. It is proposed to confer on military 
airships legitimately entering a foreign State the _——- of 
extra-territoriality—apparently after the analogy of warships at 
sea. To this proposal, however, Great Britain and some other 
countries have not adhered, and it has subsequently been 
announced that the Conference has been indefinitely postponed 
owing to serious differences of a fundamental character. 


Contract for Lump Sum to Provide Medical Atten- 
dance during Lifetime of Patient. 


Tue Supreme Court of Illinois has had to deal with a curious 
claim against the estate of an aged lady recently deceased. The 
claim was under a contract by which the appellant had con- 
tracted to furnish her with such medical attendance as should be 
required during her lifetime for one hundred thousand dollars, 
payable in ten annual instalments after her death. This con- 
tract might be considered by some peraons to give the physician 
an interest in the death of his patient, and it certainly shews 
less foresight than the arrangement said to prevail in China by 
which the physician receives a salary while the patient is in 
good health but nothing during intervals of illness. The court 
was of opinion than the contract was not against public policy, 
for it could not be seriously disputed that in order to comply 
with its terms and to be entitled to receive the benefits of it, 
the appellant was bound to give the deceased the best treat- 
ment within his power and skill and to prolong her life as long 
as possible. Should he fail to do this, either through neglect by 
wilfully treating her in an improper manner, or by directly 
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causing her death, he would be unable to recover upon the con-| are obvious. The 


tract. There could be no doubt that a contract to commit | of the capital, would f 
‘company, and there would be little chance of remitting the 


murder or any other crime, or a contract to give areward to one 
for the commission of a crime, was void as being against public 
policy. But the contract upon which the claim was founded did 
not contemplate the commission of a crime or the doing of any- 
thing which was contrary to public morals. This reasoning 
would probably be accepted on the other side of the Atlantic. 


Diversity of Usages in Churches and Law Courts. 

SoME TIME ago, in discussing the action of a county court judge 
who refused to allow a female witness to remove her hat, we 
remarked on the diversity of the usages in churches and law 
courts, and suggested that a woman may wear gloves while 
taking the Holy Communion, but is requested to remove them 
when taking the oath. Some time after the publication of our 
remarks we had a letter from an eminent and justly respected 
official of the Chancery Division, who is also a churchwarden of 
one of the principal London churches, affirming that a woman 
does not wear gloves when receiving the Holy Communion, and 
stating that he could not conceive it possible that any clergyman 
would allow her to do so. On mentioning the matter to the 
esteemed contributor from whose pen the remarks above referred 
to proceeded, he referred us to the discussion of the question in 
Notes and Queries (Series 2, vol. 2, pp. 48, 98, 136, and 424), from 
which it appears that the custom of the use of the glove then 
still existed in Oxford and in a retired country parisb, and that 
it was referred to as the “ Dominicale,” which LirrLEeTon defines 
as a linen glove which women used when they received the 
Sacrament, in accordance with the Auxerre Canon, “ non licet 
mulieri nuda manu eucharistiam accipere.” Probably, as so often 
happens, each writer is correct ; one as regards modern practice, 
and the other as regards ancient custom. 


The Sanitary Precautions of Judges. 


FRESH AIR and ventilation are held in high estimation at the 
present day, and the efforts of some of our judges to maintain a 
pure and refreshing atmosphere in their courts are entitled to the 
warmest sympathy. It was not always thus. Many practitioners 
have a vivid recollection of judges, now no more, who reeolutely 
shut up every window or orifice by which any quantity of the 
external air could enter their courts ; and if we go back to a more 
remote period, we read dismal stories of “The Black Assize” at 
Oxford, and how judges, officials and juries who sat in unventi- 
lated and pestiferous courts contracted typhus fever from the 


prisoners who were brought from their cells. The report of a| Y 


case in the Clerkenwell police court shews that the magistrate 
takes a wholly different view of the precautions necessary for the 
safe discharge of judicial duties. Aldi having been given 
that a man charged with begging was in so filthy a condition 
that he could not be brought into court, the magistrate at once 
went into the yard adjoining the police station, and in spite of 
some little difficulty in hearing the witnesses, administered justice 
in the wintry air. The necessity of this proceeding is evident 
from the fact that it became necessary to remand the prisoner 
in order that he might be washed, and to give a special direction 
that he should not be allowed to enter the prison van. 


English Companies and Australian Taxation. 


_ AT A MEETING of the shareholders of a company largely 
interested in Australian land, the chairman complained of the 
Bill which had been introduced in the Australian legislature 
imposing heavy taxation on the unimproved value of land held 
in the different States of the Commonwealth and an additional 
taxation where the land was owned by an English company. 
One of the shareholders thereupon inquired whether it was 
not possible to reconstitute the company so that it might 
become an Australian company and thus avoid this extra taxa- 
tion. He was told that this suggestion was not feasible; that 
the company could not be transported to Australia and con- 
verted into an Australian company, the capital having been 
found in England. There would not, as it seems to us, be any 
insurmountable legal difficulty in a reconstruction of an 
English company which would convert it into a colonial or 





foreign company. But the objections to such a reconstruction 





lish shareholders, who represent the bulk 
unable to attend at the meetings of the 


dividends to this country so as to escape the burden of the local 
income tax. The policy of foreign States in imposing extra 
taxation on English companies is, of course, another matter. 
It is thought by many persons to be ill-advised, and may at 
some future time be reconsidered. 


Outside Associations at Parliamentary Elections. 
Ir may be useful, at the present moment, to refer our readers 

to the article on this subject, which appeared about a year ago 

in the last volume of the SoLiciTors’ JoURNAL (vol. 54, p. 77). 








When Executors Become Trustees. 


Tue distinction between an executor and- a trustee is well 
established, and although an executor is in a fiduciary position, 
and is in many respects under similar liabilities to those of a 
trustee, yet he is under no more than an implied trust. 
Consequently, he is not within the rule that time—apart from 
the Trustee Act, 1888, section 8—does not run against an 
express trust, and if he retains legacies or a share of residue in 
his hands for more than twelve years, and has done nothing in 
the meantime to convert himself into an express trustee, the 
claims of the legatees are barred by section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874. The recent decision of 
WARRINGTON, J., in Re Gompertz (ante, p. 76) is an illustration 
of the circumstances under which this conversion will be held to 
have taken place so as to deprive the executor of the benefit of 
the statute. 

The rule that an executor is not an express trustee 
is probably due to the circumstance that his duties are 
not essentially of an equitable nature. Originally claims 
against him were made either at law or in the spiritual court, 
and it was only by reason of the convenience of the 
remedy in equity that they were brought within the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Chancery. ‘The legal positicn of the executor 
was so far recognized that he was held to be entitled to the 
undisposed-of residue unless the will shewed an intention to 
exclude him, and though under the Executors’ Act, 1830, the 
rule is altered, and he is deemed to be a trustee for the next-of- 
kin unless there in an intention that he shall take beneficially, 
et this does not constitute him an express trustee: Re Lacy (1899, 
2Ch. 149). Anexecutor, said LinpLey, M.R., in Re Davis (1891, 
3 Ch. 119), “ was always, in a loose sense, a trustee for creditors 
and legatees, since he held the personal estate for their benefit 
and not for his own; but since a trust does not take a case out 
of the statute, an executor cannot be deprived of the benefit of 
the statute by shewing that heis a trustee ; it is necessary to 
make out that he is an express trustee.” 

It is clear, however, that an executor may cease to hold pro- 
perty in that capacity, and commence to hold it as an express 
trustee. This will be the case where he is appointed both 
executor and trustee by the will, and where he has completed 
the administration of the estate or a particular part of it as 
executor. Ifa legacy is left to the executorin trust, and he 
appropriates property to answer the legacy, then he ceases to 
hold the property as executor, and holds it as an express trustee ; 
and consequently time does not run against the ces/ui que trust : 
Phillips v. Munnings (2 My. & Cr. 309) ; Dix v. Burford (19 
Beav. 409). And it is the same where he is constituted a trus- 
tee of the residue. As soon as he has got in the estate, and 
paid the debts and legacies, his functions as executor come to 
anend. There is now a clear residue, and his duty is to hold 
this on the trusts of the will. Consequently, by virtue of the 
words of the will he becomes an express trustee, and the lapse 
of time operates, or, as the case may be, fails to operate, on that 
footing. It will operate if he can bring himself within section 8 
of the Trustee Act, 1888; it will fail to operate if be cannot. 

The decision in Re Timmis (1902, 1 Ch. 176) is an illustration 
of this. There a testator bequeathed his personal estate to three 
executors and trustees upon trust for conversion and investment. 
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He vided for an annuity to his wife during her life, and the 
residue, including the annuity fund, after the death of the widow, 


was to be divided into four shares, one to be settled on a niece 
of the testator for her life, with remainder to her children, and the | 


other three shares were given to the three executors equally. 
After the death of the widow the executors divided the annuity 
fund, and paid themselves their shares ; and as to the remaining | 
share they paid it to the niece as though she was entitled thereto | 
absolutely, and not for life only. 
but less than twelve years, after her death one of her 
children claimed payment of a portion of this share. The 
testator died in 1857, his widow in 1873, and the niece 
in 1892. Consequently, it was a case in which the duties 
of the executors as such had been performed before the annuity 
fund was divided. “I must assume,” said KEKEWICH, J., “that 
these executors did their duty, and that long before 1892, and 
probably before the death of the widow, they bad ceased to be 
executors in the sense of having anything to do, and the fund was 
held by them as trustees.” It followed that the period of 
twelve years which bars lagacies under section 8 of the Real 
Property Act, 1874, did not apply, and since the executors had 
not themselves retained the share, they were entitled to the benefit 
of the six years limitation under section 8 of the Trustee Act, 
1888, Consequently the claim was barred. 

In Re Timmis there was an express trust declared by the 
will, and the question was whether the executors had ceased to 


hold the legacy as executors, and had commenced to hold it as | 


trustees. But to make the executor liable as a trustee, an 
express trust must be created either by the will or by the 
executor himself, and it is not sufficient that he is a constructive 
trustee of the legacy. This is clear from the dictum quoted 
above from the judgment of Linp.Ey, M.R., in Jie Davis. There 
a testatrix bequeathed shares of her residuary estate to two of 
her grandchildren, and gave their father absolute power over 
the investment and application of the shares. The testatrix 
died in 1854. Parts of her estate consisted of a share of income 
released from accumulation by the Thellusson Act. Her 
executor received this down to his death in 1888, and in 1891 
the grandchildren sued his executor for an account. It was held 
that this was an ordinary case of an executor receiving property 
as executor and not as an express trustee, and that the account 
must be limited to twelve years. Assuming that there was an 
implied trust, yet, as Fry, L.J., pointed out, this would not 
affect the result. 

Where an executor-trustee has not retained the property in 
question in his own hands, he benefits, as e Timmis (supra) shews, 
from the six years’ period under the Trustee Act, 1888, and 
it is therefore to his interest to shew that he holds as an 
express trustee. Where he has retained the property, then he 
can claim no period of limitation as an express trustee, but he 
may be entitled to the twelve years limitation as an executor. 
Accordingly it is now for his interest to shew that no 
express trust has been created. And there will be no such 
trust in respect of a legacy which is payable by the 
executor in the course of administration, notwithstanding 
that the residue, after payment of the legacy, ie given upon 
express trusts. It was so held by Nortn, J., in Re Barker 
(1892, 2 Ch. 491), who observed that in the will in that case 
there was a clearly marked distinction between that part of the 
property as to which a trust was declared and that as to which 
no trust was declared ; and no trust was declared of the legacies. 
The question arose again in Re Mackay (1906, 1 Ch. 25), where 
it was argued that the executrix by retaining and investing 
residue had made herself an express trustee. But the argument 
was rejected by Kekewicu, J. Although debts and funeral 
and testamentary expenses have been paid, and the clear residue 
ascertained, yet the executor continues to hold this as executor, 
and something more is required to effect his conversion into an 
express trustee. And the learned judge so held, notwithstanding 
the citation of Soar v. Ashwell (1893, 2 Q. B. 390), one of a line 
of cases which shew that a person who is in a fiduciary position, 
and receives property by virtue of such position, is to be treated 
a8 an express trustee. 


More than six years, | 








The executor may be constituted a trustee by the words of the 


will, or he may, after he has received property and appropriated 
it to a particular legacy, declare himself a trustee of it. In 
either case an express trust is created. But it was stated by 
KEKEWICH, J., in Re Rowe (58 L. J. Ch. 703) that he might 
constitute himself an express trustee by his conduct. An 
executor, said the learned judge, “can become a trustee either 
by express declaration made on his part, or by bis acts from 
which the law implies or infers the creation of a trust, in the 
strict sense of the word, which did not exist before.” But for the 
purpose of the case this was oliter dictum. The executrix had 
made a declaration as to the mode in which she held the 
property, and it was held, both by Kekewicn, J., and 
the Court of Appeal, that it was ineffectual to create 
a trust in favour of the legatee. And it is submitted 
that in order to constitute an express trust there must be 
an actual declaration by the executor, and that it cannot be 
inferred from his acts. A trust which is inferred from con- 
duct is a constructive trust and not an express trust. In the 
recent case of Re Gompertz (supra) certain sums of money were 
set apart by executors and entered in their books as being 
held “in trust for” or “on account of” the persons entitled 
thereto. There was thus an express declaration of trust, and 
in the opinion of WARRINGTON, J., it was for this purpose 
immaterial which expression was used. Hence, the executors 
could not rely on the statute. But the judgment recognizes, 
in accordance with the above cases, that the executor does not 
become a trustee merely because he has got in the estate and 
paid the debts, so as to have a clear residue in his hands, 





Actions in Tort Against Married 
Women. 


Tue rights and liabilities of a married woman with respect to 
suing and being sued in the courts are thus stated by section 
1, sub-section 2, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 : 
“A married woman shall be capable of . . . suing and being 
sued, either in contract or ..1 tort, or otherwise, in all respects as 
if she were a feme sole, and her husband need not be joined with 
her as plaintiff or defendant, or be made a party to any action 
or other legal proceeding brought by or taken against her . . .” 
The phraseology of the latter part of the sub-section has given 
rise to considerable difficulty, by being construed as a permission 
to a plaintiff either to join the husband or not at the plaintiff's 
option, where an action is to be brought against a married woman 
for a tort committed by her alone. The result is that the case 
law on the subject of the liability of a husband for his wife’s torts 
furnishes an excellent illustration of that part of “ judge-made ” 
law which is classified as “hypothetical” by Mr. Dicky in his 
Law and Public Opinion (p. 488). It was said by Lord ALVER- 
STONE (when Master of the Rolls), in Earle v. Kingscole (1900, 2 
Ch., at p. 590), that the consequences of construing the words 
“ need not be joined ” as meaning that the husband ‘shall not be 
joined,” where a tort has been committed by the wife alone, 
‘would be so serious that nothing short of express words would 
be sufficient to take away the husband’s liability.” The decision 
in Earle v. Kingscole, however, has been subjected to severe 
judicial criticism, and although the law as there laid down is 
still technically binding on the Court of Appeal, it is much to 
be desired either that the case itself should be reviewed in the 
House of Lords, or that the Legislature should, by “ express 
words ” “ take away the husband’s mem ” for his wife’s torts. 
Statutory abrogation of the husband's liability would no doubt 
be the simplest and most satisfactory method of altering the 
rule as it now exists. The following short enactment (taken 
from one of the Married Women’s Property Acts in force ,in 
Australia) would probably be sufficient: “The husband of a 
married woman shall not hereafter be liable for any tort com- 
mitted by her which shall not be a sufficient cause of action 
against him alone.” 
Parliament is not likely to have time or opportunity for a 
trifling amendment like this in the immediate future, and it 
therefore seems worth while to state the case against the 
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existing rule of a busband’s liability for his wife’s torts, and set | for joining him which had previously existed, and to prevent the 
out the points embodied in the judic‘al criticism already referred | husband’s property being any longer “a source from which the 
to. | damages or costs of an action of tort against the wife are to be 
The case in which section 1, sub-section 2, was first construed | satisfied.” He thought it was not intended, as held in Seroka 
to the disadvantage of the husband is Seroka v. Kattenburg (1886, | v. Kuttenburg (supra), merely to give a plaintiff in an action of 
17 Q. B. D. 177), a ecision of the Divisional Court. This was | tort against the wife the option of joining the husband, when 
followed by Earle v. Kingscote in 1900 (supra), in which the | the latter was not personally liable. 
Court of Appeal took the same view of the meaning of the snb-| Fretcagr Moutton, L.J., felt himself obliged to express 
section. The rule, which can now only be changed * the House | his dissent from the views held in Earle v. Kingscote, notwith- 
of Lords or Act of Parliament, was established in Earle v.| standing that he fully admitted the binding effect of the 
Kingscote that sub-section 2 of section 1 has not made any differ- | decision in that case. This dissent, and the reasons for it, as 
ence in the liability of a husband for his wife's torts, as this | reported in Cuenod v. Leslie (supra), have recently been quoted 
existed before the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and | with approval and adopted by an oversea British court of high 
that, notwithstanding the Act of 1882, he can still be joined as | authority which is not tecbnically bound by the decisions of the 
Court of Appeal in England. In Brown v. Holloww (10 Com. 


defendant with her and made liable for torts committed by the | 
wife alone. The gist of the argument against the correctness | L. R. 89) the High Court of Australia had before them a question 


of the rule thus laid down, and in favour of its reversal on a| similar to that raised in Cuenod v. Leslie, and decided in Earl: 
further appeal, is that the actual rule with respect to the hus- | v. Kingscole, on the construction of an enactment which was an 
band's liability and the grounds on which it rested at common | exact transcript of section 1, sub-section 2, of the Married 
law have been misapprehended by the courts that decided | Women’s Property Act, 1882. Husband and wife (appellants) 
Seroka y. Kattenburg and Earle v. Kingscote. Some account of | were sued by the respondent for damage done by the wife's 
the old common law rule must be given in explanation of this negligence in setting fire to a furnished house leased to the wife 
statement. alone. As in Cuenod v. Leslie there were two groundson which 

At common law the husband was only joined “ for conformity,” the husband sought to escape liability — that he was not liable 
that is, because the wife could not be sued alone, but no per- to be joined at all in respect of his wife’s tort, and that the cause 
sonal liability on his part was implied, and he was only liable | Of action against her arose out of contract. It was held that 
after judgment in the action. This appears very clearly in a | the wife’s negligence was not a tort pure and simple, and on 
case of 1608 in the King’s Bench (Drury v. Dennis, Yelv. 106), | that grcund the hustand was held not to be liable. This was, 
whe e it is laid down that where husband and wife are sued for | Of course, sufficient ground for a decision in favour of the 
hattery on the footing of both having beaten the plaintiff, and it husband, but the court also held that the husband was not liable 
is found that the wife only committed the battery, “ the verdict is | 0" the ground that since the assing of the Married W omens 
against the plaintiff, for the husband shall not be joined | Property Act the old common law liability no longer exists. On 
in such case but for conformity.” Singularly enough, this was | this point, not being formally bound by Earle v. Kingscote, the 
expressly recognized by the Court of Appeal as the true rule | High Court refused to follow that case, and expressly adopted the 


(though the case of 1608 was not referred to) in 1904 after Earle | reasoning and opinion of FLETCHER MouLton, L.J., contained 


v. Kingscote had been decided. In Le Beauchamp (1904, 1 K. B., | in his oo in Cuenal v. Leslie. 
at p. 581, the judgment of the Court, delivered by VAUGHAN. | Failing legislation, an appeal to the House of Lords on this 
WituiaMs, L J., contains the following passage: “ . . . by the question is much to be desired. No practitioner could safely 
common law . . . a married woman was liable to be sued for a | @dvise, in the face of the judicial criticism above referred to, 
wrong committed by her, and the husband, strictly speaking, was | that a plaintiff should join the husband of a married woman in 
not liable to be sued at all for the tort. His only liability was to be | an action for the latter's tort. For the present Earle v. Kingscot: 
sued jointly with her, because of the universal rule that the wife | must be regarded as well within the limits of “hypothetical” 
during coverture could not be either a sole plaintiff or a sole | law. 
defendant.” Now in Seroka v. Kattenlurg and Earle v. Kingscote | - 
these considerations appear to have been entirely lost sight of. 
Couns, L.J., in the latter case, for instance, said (p. 591 of the 
report) : “ A husband is liable for his wife’s fraud as well as for 
other torts committed by her during coverture.”’ 

The decision in Zarle v. Kingscole, though treated by the Court 














Reviews. 
, The Stock Exchange. 


wee | _ bac Srock Excuance Law anp Practice. By Wynpnam A. Bewes, 
of Appeal as now binding, was criticized—on the ground sub- LL.B. (Lond), Barrister-at-Law, at one time a Member of the 
stantially that its ratio decilendi was wrong—in the subsequent | Stock Exchange. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
case of Cuenod v. Leslie (1909, 1 K. B. 880). In that case the! Mr. Bewes has both legal and practical qualifications for the task 
liability of the husband for his wife’s torts was again in question, | which he bas undertaken, and he es produced a book which will be 
but the facts enabled a decision to bs given without an actual | of great service in matters relating to Stock Exchange transactions. 
conflict with Earle v. Kingscote, and the husband was held to be | The opening chapter gives an account of the Stock Exchange itself, 
entitled to be discharged from the action against his wife and |®"4 of the marner in which business is conducted both by, the 
himself on the ground that she was in the position of a feme sole members and by outside brokers ; =~ - the h ne se wd 
by virtue of a decree for judicial separation. The present |, a a oo — 4 - supply om ae: ao oe ally 
Master of the Rolls, however, stated the common law rale as to | f, ee ee fae einen oe ae 
~ oe ’ aw figure in the law reports, as in Sutton v. Grey (1894, 1 Q. B. 285). 
the husband’s liability to be that he “ was only joined for the | Bucket shops claim a short section, and it is observed that the whole 
sake of conformity, and not with the view of asserting any | of their business “is built largely upon advertisements founded upon 


individual right against him.” FLercuer Mouton, L.J., | fiction.” The various classes of securities dealt in on the Stock 
expressly disagreed with the decision in Earle v. Kingascote, Exchange are described ; the nature of negotiable securities ix 
. discussed in detail, and a list given of the securities which have 


pos ely rantings beg pee gry ha correctness | teen held to be in this category ; and the various transactions 
, he jengtn. e@ said: @ courts acted customary on the Stock Exchange, with the technical terms in 
consistently on the principle that the husband was a defendant | common use, are explained. This chapter forms a useful intro- 
-~ b sage he — “ made ” a “ys ig rule of law | duction to the move detailed acconnt < = se —_, 
at the wife could not be sued alone,” though “ practically a | of brokers and jobbers, and of the legal effect of dealings in 
liability for such torts could be imposed upon aim by itdine | securities, which - contained in the rest of the work. 
judgment in an action brought against the wife in which he | The parties immediately concerned in Stock Exchange transactions 
must be joined for conformity.” Further on, the Lord Justice | the broker and his client and the jobber. h 3 — = 
analyzed the language of section 1, sub-section 2, of the A f broker and his client humerous questions may arise as to the 
y Janguag ec » Sud-section “, Of the Act Of | authority of the broker and his liability on the contracts which he 
1882, and pointed out that the words “her husband need not | makes, and these are toa large extent governed by the rules of the 
be joined” were intenied simply to do away with the necessity | Stock Exchange. The various points arising out of this relation 
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are discussed in Chapter IT. in an interesting and lucid manner, 
and the chapter includes a series of forms of buying and selling 
and continuation notes, The origioal authority of the broker is to 
buy or sell for his client, and any subsequent carrying over of the 
stock must be under a fresh actual or implied authority. The pre- 
sumption, Mr. Bewes points out, in the absence of any agreement 
to the contrary, is that the client intends to pay for what he has 
bought and deliver what he has sold. But when an account has 
been properly continned, the broker must be careful that he does 
not wrongfully close it, and Michael y. Hart (1901, 1 K. B. $82), to 
which Mr. Bewes refers, discusses, but does not decide, the exact 
measure of damages to which the client is entitled—whether 
according to the highest price of stock between the date when the 
account was wrongfully closed and the account day, or the account 
day when the stocks should have been delivered, 

Of the subsequent chapters attention may be specially directed 
to those on transfer of securities, on mortgages, and on trustees and 
trustee investmeats. Blank transfers, though common in practice, 
are frequently a source of trouble when a title has to be mode under 
them, and before the transfer has acquired legal effect the rights of 
the transferee are liable to be defeated by superior equities. Mr. 
Bewes quotes the rules on this subject which were laid down by 
Stirling, J., in Roots v. Williamson (38 Ch. D. 185). The question 
of conflicting rights is also of importance in regard to mortgages, 
and among the more in portant of the recent cases to which Mr. 
Bewes refers is Rimmer vy. Webster (1902, 2 Ch. 163), where the 
owner of bonds suffered by his broker borrowing on them for his 
own purposes in excess of his authority. The chapter on trustees 
defines the duties of trustees in regard to investments in stocks, 
and gives a list of authorized investments. The appendix contains 
the rules of the Stock Exchange and information as to stamps. The 


work constitutes a reliable and complete guide to the practical side 


of Stock Exchange transactions, and the law applicable to such 
transactions, as embodied in the decisions of the courts, has been 
very carefully collected and stated 


Books of the Week. 
Conveyancing Precedents.—Concise Precedents in Con- 


veyancing, with Practical Notes and with Observations on some Acts 
relating to Real and Personal Property and on ( ‘ompulsory Registration, 


By M. G. Davipson, M A., and J. Wabswortn, M.A., Barristers-at- | 


Law. Nineteenth Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 
Marriage Laws. —The Marriage Laws of the British Empire. 
By Wittram Prxper EVeRSLEY, Recorder of Sudbary, and Wiiitam 
FIELDEN Crates, Barristers-at Law. Stevens & Haynes. 
Comparative Legislation.—Journal of the Society of | 
Comparative Legislation. Edited for the Soeiety by Sir Joun Mac- 
DONELL, C.B., LL.D., and Eowarp Manson, Esq. John Murray, 














Correspondence. 


Stamping of Tenancy Agreements. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 


Sir, Referring to my letter to the Commissioners of Inland | 
Revenue on the subject of the stamping of tenancy agreements which 
appeared in your issue of the 22nd of October last [54 Soxicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 873}, I now enclose copy of their reply of the 24th of | 
November, which you may think of sufficient interest to insert in your 
next issue, A. Syrerr. 

45, Finsbury-pavement, E.¢ 4 Nov, 28, 

The following is a copy of the commissioners’ reply : 

[COPY.] 
Inland Revenue, Semerset House, London, W.C. 
24th November, 1910, 

_Gentlemen,— With reference to your letter of the 16th inst., I am | 
directed by the Board of Inland Kevenue to acquaint you that your 
letter of the 25th of Angust last on the subject of the stamping of 
tenancy agreements was duly laid before them, bat that, as the 
inereased charges of lease duty were made in strict xccordance with the 
Provisions of the recent Finance Act, they did not feel called upon to 
take any action in the matter.—I am, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, | 

(Signed) F. ATTERBURY, Secretary. 

Messrs. Syrett & Sons. 


—————— 


_ According to a blue-book just issued, the total expenditure at the last 
General Election in England and Wales was £1,115,599, or an average 
aa 10d. per vote; in Scotland it was £148,503, the average being 





; in Ireland the total was £32,278, and the average 2s. 11d. | scribed our names to insure them from loss and 
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Points to be Noted. 


Common Law. 
Assignment of Part of Debt Rights of Assignee —Action and 


Execution.—The assignment of legal rights and remedies In respect 
of a debt is allowed and regulated by section 25 («) of the Judicature 
Act, 1873. Whether that sub section allows the assignment of an 
ascertained part of a debt is not settled ; but it is settled that the 
sub-section does not enabl: the assignee of a judgment creditor in 
respect of part of a debt to issue execution in respect of that part 
SKIPPER AND Tucker v. Hottow AY (Darling, J., Noy. 13, 1909) 
(1910, 2 K. B. 630); Forster; BAKER (Bray, J., Jan. 25, CA. 
April 20) (1910, 2 K. B. 6386). 

Workmen's Compensation Prospective Award.—The busi ess 
of an arbitrator under the W rkmen's Compensation Act, 1906, is to 
award payments (if he thinks fit) during the incapacity of the wo k 
man, and not to speculate (even with expert assistance) on the 
probable length of that incapacity, A prospective award, terminating 
the payments at a given date, is beyond his jurisdiction.—Bakrr 
JEWELL (C.A., July 11) (1910, 2 K. BE 673). 


Workmen's Compensation “ Accident "Murder. The delil er- 
ate murder of an employee may, from the point of view of the 
empl yee and his d-pendants, be an accident if, for instance, it is 
due to the fact that he is carrying a large sum of money. And then, 
if it is part of his duty to carry large sums of money, his dependants 
are entitled to compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906.—Nisper rv, Rayny AND Burn (C.A., July 21) (54 
SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 719 : 1910, 2 K. B. 689), 


Sale of Goods —Coatract Not to be Performed within a Year 
Statute of Frauds Sale of Goods Act, 1893.—Section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds enacts generally that any contract not to be per 
formed within a year from the making thereof must be in writing. 
| Section 17 of that statute, which dealt with the sale of goods, was 

replaced by section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. which, in the 
| case of a sale of goods of ten pounds value or upwards, puts accept 

ance and receipt ot part of the goods, o1 part payment, on the same 
footing as evidence in writing of the contract. But the fact that 
| Sales of goods are thus specifically dealt with does not prevent them 
from coming within section 4 of the Statute of Frauds where they 
would otherwise do so.—Pry STED Miners’ Co. (Limirep) +. 
| GARNER (Limirrp) (Walton. J., July 23) (54 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 
750 ; 1910, 2 K. B. 776). 


Money-lenders Act, 1900 


Registration—Contracts.—Section 2 


| of the Money-le: ders Act, 1900, imposes a penalty ona money-lend: r 


who (among other things) carries on business without obtaining 
registration “under his own or usual trade name,’ or carries on 
business “in more than one name.” The former provision is in 
fringed if a money-lender is registered in a name assumed for the 
first time for purposes of registration ; the latter, if he carries on 
business in one name as an individual and in another as a member 
of a partnership firm. " Sahay 

But, if a money-lender is actually registered in infringement of 
these or other provisions of the Act, the registration is not invalid so 
as to invalidate a money-lending agreement made by him in the 
name so registered --WHITEMAN vy. SADLER (H.L., July 25) (54 
SoLicitors’ JOURN AL, 718 : 1910, A. C, 514), 


. 
es 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


SAQUI & LAWRENCE ». STEARNS. No. 2. 24th Nov. 





EXeMPTION were Loss 
STAFF—SERVANT ADMITTING 


BURGLARY 
ASSURED’s 


PoLicy AGAINsT 
Causep BY MemBer oF 
BurGuars. 


A policy of assurance against burglary contained a proviso that 
there should be no claim on the policy for lowe occasioned by the 
theft of a member of aasured's husinese staff. { member of the 
assured’s business staff before locking up the premizes admitted one 
Of a gang of thieves. He then locked up the premises and departed. 
The thie} within admitted other confederates, who etole goods of con- 
siderable value, and the servant shared in the plunder, 

Held, that the lows was occasioned by the servant's 
no claim could be made under the policy. 


theft, and that 


This was an appeal from a decision of Walton, J. The claim was 


| for loss and damage under a Lloyd’s burglary policy dated the 30th 
of September, 1909. The policy sued upon, which was Lloyd's ordinary 


burglary policy, recited that Messrs. Saqui & Lawrence “ have paid 
£203 12s. 6d. premium or consideration to us, who have hereunto sub- 
or damage by theft 
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or robbery wit thout violence, x burglary, of the property 
herein specified i nv part thereof, from the premises herein men- 
tioned. The poli V also contained the following proviso : 
** Provided a i t) there shall be no claim on this policy when 
the whole loss | theft obhe ry on any one sion does not amount 
to £5, or for loss by theft, robbery, or misappropriation by members 
of the assured’s household, business staff. or other inmates of the 
assured premises; or for loss by loot, sack, or pillage by insurgents 
or military or usurped powers The plaintiffs’ premises, situate at 
54, Strand ere buryled January last, when the theft was com 
mitted by a& wane ot men vho vained 1dmittance to the premises 
through the ager t porter named Hazel the employment of 
the plaintiffs, who admitted a member of the gang on the morning of 
the 10th of Janua eft the premises himself at midday Articles 
of a value « eed £2,000 were afterwards removed by the gang, and 
although Hazel t ‘ tive part in the robbery he received a share of 
the pre eeds The t the plaint ffs was that no theft had been 
committed by Haze but in anv case there was theft by the othe: 
men, who were ot empilovee and were eparate wrongdoers The 
first question raised was hether on the wording of the policy the 
defendants and the other underwriters were liable for the loss of the 


articles stolen from the plaintiffs’ shop as above stated Walton, J., 
gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintifis appealed 

Tae Covrr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLercHer Moviton and Far 
wei., L.JJ dismissed the ippeal 

Cozens-Haapy, M.R This is an appeal from a decision of the late 


Mr. Justice Walton, whose death we all deeply regret. The learned 
judge has held that the nderwriters are not liable on a policy of in 
surance against burg t because they are protecte d by the proviso 
contained in the poli In my opinion, that decision was perfectly 
right. His lordship stated the facts, and continued In these cir 
cumstances the | ed judge thought that Hazel was not a principal 
in the second degree. but an accessory before the fact, but that that 
made no difference, | se under the Accessories and Abettors Act, 
1861, Hazel was made ble as felon and found guilty of theft Ihe 
authorities tisfy me that the learned judge was not right in the 
view that he took that Hazel was purely ar essorv before the fact. 
The authorities go back to Hale's Pleas of the Crown, in which 
occurs this passage page l The servant opens the window to 
let in a thief v ome d steals, burglary the stranger, but 
robbery in the | t Joshua Cornwall (ine 2 Str. 881) is to the 
same effect [ think, therefor that this is a case in which Hazel was 
actually guilt r theft nd that the loss was o iwioned by his theft, 
he bein one of the plaimtif! taff Then it was said that the loss 
was not all due Hazel's act, but that the greater part was occa 
sioned by the oth ‘ L entirely decline to follow that argument 
I do not thn tl the m teries OT aAsprort ron vught to be intro 
duced into a case of tl kind Hazel was a thief, and the loss was 
caused by his theft ci the minder jters are t able on the Poicy 
The appeal must be dist ed with costs , 

Frercuer Moviton and Farwer, L.JJ ilso delivered judgments 
dismissing the apy ( SEL, likin, Kut and Erans justin; 
Right Hen Irth Cohe K.C., and Widliame SOLICITORS, 
Vellor d- ¢ (?. F. Hud Vatthews, d¢ 

R 1S Line. Ba 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


LOVELL & CHRISTMAS (LIM.) r. WALL. Eve, |. 16th Nov. 


Restraint oF Trape—Covenxant not To Carry on Business—Pro 
HIBITED AREA Provision MERCHANT MANUFACTURE OF MAR 
GARINE 
The defenda ‘ fe f to carry nthe busine f i] ston 

merchant withi a cert ea Subsequently he threatened to manu 

facture and aell marqarine within’ the prohibited area 
Held, that the anuft f nd i, } ine by the defendant 

u not a breaci i the enant 
This was an action for a declaration and for an injunction to restrain 

the defendant from manufacturing and selling margarine within a cer 


tain area By an agreement dated the 16th of June, 1906, the defendant 
covenanted that he would not at any time thereafter directly or in 
directly carry on or be engaged or concerned or interested in the business 
of a provision merchant in London, Liverpool, or Manchester, except so 
far as he should as a member of plaintiff company be interested in the 


business of tl ompany The defendant, as he admitted, threatened 
to manufacture and sell margarine within the prohibited area. The 
plaintiffs alleged that if such threats were put into action they would 


f the covenant, in that the defendant would be 
provision merchant, and they claimed a 


constitute a breach 
carrying on the business of 
declaration to that effect 
Eve, J.—The first question is whether, in construing the agreement, I 
ought to be guided by certain evidence which was directed to three 
points, namely (1) to what classes of goods is the term “ provision ”’ 
applicable when used in collocation with the word merchant or dealer, 
(2) does margarine me within these classes, and (3) if so, would the 
defendant manufacturing and selling margarine only be properly 
described in the trade as a provision merchant Having heard the 
evidence and considered the cases of Holt d ¢ v. Collyer (16 Ch 
D. 718) and Sutton dd ¢ v. Ciceri d& Co. (15 A. C. 144), I have come to 


the conclusion that the evidence was admissible on the first two points 


but not on the third. I admit the evidence on the first two points 
because the word ‘* provision ”’ in the collocation mentioned has acquired 
a technical or trade meaning different from its ordinary meaning, in 
that its meaning in the trade is limited to a particular class or particular 
classes of edibles and does not extend to a variety of commodities which 
in ordinary language would be included under the term “‘ provisions, 
e.g., meat, bread, vegetables and fish ; and I reject the evidence on the 
third point because it involves the construction of a popular and common 
word, namely, *‘ merchant,’ which must be construed primd fact 

its popular and common sense and without hearing evidence, unless 
the court is satisfied from the instrument itself or from the circum 
stances of the case that the word ought to be construed not in its 
popular sense but according to its secondary intention (see per Fry, J 
in Holt & ¢ Collyer). 1 do not think there is anything which would 
so satisfy me. Indeed, | may add that I am satisfied that the word 
‘merchant,’ even with the prefix ‘‘ provision,’ has no other meaning 
in the trade than its popular and primary meaning. The evidence has 
established that the word ‘* provision "’ in this trade is limited to such 
commodities as ham, bacon, lard, cheese, butter, butter substitutes, and 
eggs, and that margarine as a butter substitute is one of the articles 
in which a provision merchant or dealer ordinarily trades. Bearing in 
mind these facts, and reverting to the agreement of the 16th of June, 
the expression ** provision merchant "’ is used in three places in that 
agreement, and in my opinion bears the same meaning in each placé 
Moreover. I think that throughout the agreement the word ‘‘ merchant 
is used in its ordinary sense as meaning one who deals in an article 
by buying and selling it, and that there is no ground for construing 
it as including a manufacturer who confines himself to selling his own 
manufacture (see Josselyn v. Parson, L. R. 7 Ex. 127). For these 
reasons I come to the conclusion that upon the question of construction 
the defendant is right, and that the manufacturing and selling of mar 
garine as threatened and intended by him would not be a breach of 
the agreement. But in view of this possible result, the plaintiffs have 
added an alternative claim to have the agreement rectified on the ground 
that as so construed it fails to express the real bargain come to between 
the parties. This alternative claim involves ex necessitate the establish 
ing of two propositions, the one that there was a concluded agreement 
antecedent to the written instrument, and the other that such concluded 
agreement was a different contract to that embodied in the written 
instrument. The plaintiffs allege that a concluded agreement was come 
to on the Ist of June, 1906. The defendant denies that there was any 
agreement other than the agreement of the 16th of June. [His lordship 
ther nsidered the evidence, and concluded :] All that took place 
between the parties down to the 16th of June was far more consistent 
with the progressive stages of an agreement in course of negotiation 
than with successive modifications of an already subsisting agreement 
I hold, therefore, that the plaintiffs have not established the existence 
of anv agreement antecedent to the written one, and therefore there is 
no case for rectification; and as the plaintiffs fail on both issues, I can 
only dismiss the action with costs.—CounseL, Astbury, K.C., Jessel, 
K.C., and F. J Preston: P.O. Lawrence, K.C., Rutherford and 
Benas;: B. W. Baxtei Sotrcrrors, Lovell d& White, for Simpson, North, 
Liverpool; Herbert J. Davis & Co., Liverpool. 


[Reported by 8. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





EAST ~. BENNEIT BROTHERS (LIM.). Warrington, J. 25th Nov. 


Company—Prererence Suares—New Issve—Vauipiry—‘‘ Ar A MEET 
ING SoLe PREFERENCE SHAREHOLDER. 

lith4ugh in the ordinary sense of that word a single individual can 
t constitute a meeting,” the context may show the word to be 
used in an unusual sense and in such a way as to include the formal 
meent of the sole member of the class, the consent of which is re quired 
to he obtained “at a meeting.” 

Sharp vr. Dawes (2 Y. B D. 26) and Re Sanitary Carbon Co. (1877, 
vo ommented upon. 
This was an application made in an action brought by one William 
Robert East on behalf of himself and all other persons registered as 
holders of the preference shares of the defendant company numbered 
30,001 te 40,000, both inclusive. The object of the application was to 
obtain a declaration that the defendant company had never been 
entitled to issue any of the said preference shares, and that the same 
had not been duly issued, and for rectification of the share register 
accordingly. The question arose in this way. The capital of the com 
pany, which was incorporated in 1904, consisted originally of £25,000 
in £1 shares, of which 10,000 were to be preference and 15,000 ordinary. 
The memorandum gave the company power from time to time to in 
crease its capital and to issue preferred shares, but so that no new 
shares should be issued so as to rank equally with or in priority 
to the said cumulative preference shares, unless such issue was sani 
tioned by an extraordinary resolution of the holders of the cumulative 
preference shares present at a separate meeting of such holders specially 
summoned for the purpose of considering the question. By article 46 
it was provided that so long as the capital was divided into shares 
of various classes the rights and privileges of the holders of shares 
of each class might be varied by any arrangement sanctioned by an 
extraordinary resolution of the holders of the shares of such class 
nd by a like resolution of the holders of the remaining shares of the 
company, each such resolution being passed at a separate meeting of 
the members entitled to vote thereat. Meetings of the holders of a 
class of shares should be subject so far as possible to the same rules 


and provisions as the meetings of the company, but so that the quorum 
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of members of the class affected should be the holders of the shares 
of that class present in person or represented by proxy holding not 


less than three-fourths of the issued shares of that class. In the} 


month of June, 1904, the company was desirous of increasing its 
capital, and for that purpose of issuing a fresh lot of 10,000 six 
per cent. cumulative preference shares. At that time a Mr. Bennett 
was the holder of all the original 10,000 preference shares; he was 
the sole shareholder in that class. On the 20th of June an extraor 
dinary meeting of the company was held, at which Mr. Bennett took 
the chair. The meeting was duly convened and held, notice convening 
it having been duly given. At the meeting Mr. Bennett pro 
posed, and another shareholder seconded, a_ resolution increasing 
the capital of the company, and creating 10,000 cumulative 
preference shares, to rank pari passu with the original _pre- 
ference shares, and on the same date Mr. Bennett signed 
the following document: ‘‘I, the undersigned Joseph Bennett, 
junior, hereby record my consent, as the holder of all the preference 
shares issued by Bennett Brothers (Limited) to the increase by the 
company of its capital ’’ in manner specified, ‘‘ such preference shares 
to rank pari passu in all respects with the preference shares held by 
me.—(Signed) Joseph Bennett, junior.—20 June, 1904." On the 


strength of that resolution of the company, and that express formal | 


consent on the part of Mr. Bennett, the new 10,000 preference shares 
were issued, and were now standing in the register of the company 

the names of the persons set forth in the affidavit filed in support 
ot t the summons. The applicant now alleged that the proceedings of 
the company were not valid, and that these shares w hi h had been 
so issued and held for the last six years were not properly issued at 
all, and he asked to have the names of the shareholders taken off the 
register. 

WarrRinGcTon, J., in his judgment, after stating the facts, con 
tinued: -The question which | have to determine is whether what the 
company did was in effect, though not in terms, within the memo- 
randum and articles, and if so whether there has been sufficient com 
pliance with the memorandum and articles to render the proceedings 
valid. Or, rather, the real question is not whether in effect and on 
their true construction there was not sufficient compliance with the 
memorandum and articles, but whether what was done was not in 
terms within them. It resolves itself into this. On the construction 
ot this particular memorandum, and this particulary part of the 
memorandum, can there be a meeting composed of one shareholder, 
where it is not a question of there being several shareholders of the 
company but only one shareholder and one only attends, so that a 
meeting in the sense of an assembly is impossible ’ The object of the 
provision in the memorandum is quite plain. Its object is to obtain 
before the issue of the new shares, and to obtain in a binding and 
formal manner, the assent of the person or persons whose rights are 
sto be affected. From clause 46 it ig quite clear that if Mr. Bennett 
could constitute a meeting there was no difficulty about the quorum 
In an ordinary case it is quite clear that a meeting must consist of 
more than one person. That was determined in two cases, one before 
the Court of Appeal (Sharp v. Dawes, 2 Q. B. D. ts and one before 
ones M.R. (/?e Sanitary Carbon Co., 1877, W. N. 223). In Shanp 

y. Dawes, the first of those cases, the meeting in question Was a meet 
ing of the company; there were several shareholders of the company ; 
the meeting was held for the purpose of making a call; one person 
only attended, but he held the proxies of other persons. He took 
the chair, passed a resolution making a call, and passed a vote of 
thanks to himself. In giving judgment in that case Lord Coleridge 
said ; ‘“‘ The word ‘meeting * prima facie means a coming together of 
more than one person. It is, of course, possible to show that the 
word ‘meeting’ has a meaning different from the ordinary meaning, 
but there is nothing here to shew this to be the case. It appears 
therefore to me that this call was not made at a meeting of the com 
pany within the meaning of the Act.’’ Now, in the case in the 
Weekly Notes, the meeting was again a meeting of the company; 
there were several shareholders; a winding-up petition was presented 
by a creditor and opposed by the company on the ground that a 
meeting of the company had been held, at which voluntary liquida 
tion had been resolved upon and a liquidator appointed. The meet 
ing was attended by one person only, he having in his pocket the 
proxies of the only three other shareholders of the company. There, 
again, the Master of the Rolls held that there had been no meeting 
in that case. What I have to consider here is whether this is not one 
of the cases referred to by Lord Coleridge, in which it may be pos 
sible to shew that the word ‘‘ meeting ’”’ has a different meaning from 
that which it usually bears. I am entitled to look at the whole 
transaction for this purpose, to see what is the object of the provision 
in the memorandum. That object is that it shall be necessary to 
ebtain and record in a formal manner the assent of the preference 
shareholders to that course. I think I may take it also that the 
persons who framed the document had it in their minds—in any case 
they must be taken to have had it in their minds—that all the shares 
of this particular class of shares might fall into the hands of one 
person. There is nothing to prevent it in the memorandum, and | 
must regard them as intending to provide by the memorandum for 
any ordinary case that might arise. That being so, I may very fairly 
say that where one person is the only holder of the shares, as that 
person cannot meet himself, or form a meeting with himself in the 
ordinary sense, the framers of the memorandum, having such a 
possibility in contemplation, must be taken to have used the word 

Meeting ’’ not in its strict sense, but as including the case of a single 
shareholder. The only question is the purely 


technical difficulty | duties, and he w: 


| arising from the use of the word 
| there is no difficulty in treating the formal assent as a resolution. On 


‘meeting ’’ in the memorandum ; 
give effect to the obvious commonsense view, 
and construe the word in this particular sense here. On the whole, 
therefore, | think that the shares were validly issued, and there is 
no necessity for any rectification of the register, and I refuse the 
application on that ground.—Counsen, for the plaintiff, Elgood; for 
the defendant, Gere Browne, K.C., and R. #. Otter. Soticrrors, 
Robbins & Co.; BR w & (C'o., for Abbot, Pope, Brown, & Abbot, 
Bristol. 


the whole, I think I may 


[Reported by Psrcy T. Oanpen, Barrister-at-Law.] 
. 8T. THOMAS’ HOSPITAL. 
23rd Nov. 


Breevest or Moneys INVESTED IN ANY BANK 
CONSOLS WHETHER INCLUDED IN THE BEQUEST. 


HARDING. DREW : Eve, J. 


WILL— CONSTRUCTION 
OR INSTITUTION 


1 festatriaz heque thed all moneys deposited or invested in any 
hank or institution, wing or due to her at her death, to a hospital. 
The testatrix died possessed of a considerable sum invested in Consols. 


Held, that the Consols passed under the bequest. 


This was an adjourned summons, asking whether certain items of 
property, including a sum of Congsols, passed under a bequest to St. 
Thomas’ Hospital, or whether they devolved on the next of kin. By 
her will, the testatrix, who died in August, 1909, after directing her 
funeral and testamentary expenses to be paid, and after giving certain 
legacies, bequeathed the residue of her furniture and effects, ‘ to- 
gether with all moneys deposited or invested in any bank or institution, 
or owing or due to me at the time of my death, except as hereinbefore 
provided, to be paid to the Governors of St. Thomas’ Hospital.’’ The 
testatrix died possessed of a considerable sum invested in Consols, and 
it was argued on behalf of the next of kin that as there was no 
obligation to redeem Consols, and no time was fixed for payment, they 
could not be considered as moneys owing or due, or as moneys invested 
in a bank or institutior Che prineipal cases referred to were Waite 
v. Coombes (5 De G. & 5. 67 and Martin v. Hobson (L. R. 8 
Ch. 401). 

Eve, J., said it was clear on the construction of the will that the 
hospital should take the whole of the 
residue of her property. had been forcibly argued on behalf of 
the next of kin that as no time was fixed for repayment of the debt, 
and there was no obligation to redeem, the Consols could not be 
described as moneys owing or invested in any bank or institution. But 
his lordship thought that the testatrix might well have considered 
that the money was invested in an institution ‘‘ which still happily 
exists and in which we are all interested.’’ The hospital, therefore, 
was entitled to the hole residue CounseL, P’. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
and A. Adams; Jeese!. K.C., and Clauson, K.C. ; SOLICITORS, 
Sundom, Kereey, a ight Pe nnington d& Son. 


testatrix intended th 





Ve rnven. 


{Reported by S. E. Wittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BRISCOE. ROYDS BRISCOE. Eve, J. 17th Nov. 


Witt—Directrion to Pay TestaMENTARY EXPENSES OUT OF RESIDUE 
Esrare Dury—Setrtement Estate Dutry—Increasep Dutirs—New 
Duties—Finance Act, 1910, ss. 54, 58. 

1 testa fin in July, 1909, bequeathed his residuary per 
onalty upe rust pay there ut all his testamentary expenses in 
cident to the ti . lud ng estate duty and settlement estate duty 

Held, that the increased duties and the new duties imposed by the 
Finance Act, 1910, were payable out of the residuary personalty. 


This was an adjourned summons, asking (1) whether the estate duty 
and settlement estate duty imposed by section 54 of the Finance Act, 
1910, payable in respect of real estate and, settled legacies was payable 
out of the testator’s residuary personal esfate under the clause herein 
after set out of his will, and (2) whether the succession duty and 
legacy duty of l pei ent., payable under section 58 (2) of the said 
Act in respect of the real estate and settled legacies, were also payable 
out of the testator’s residuary personal estate. The testator, who died 
in July, 1909, by his will dated the 10th of March, 1908, after 
appointing trustees and executors, and bequeathing certain pecuniary 
legacies, devised all his real estate in the parish of C. to his 
daughter, Mrs. G., for her life, with remainder to her children, and 
devised the residue of his real estate to his son. The testator then 
bequeathed all the residue of his personal estate “ upon trust, by or out 
of the same to pay all my funeral and testamentary expenses incident 
ta the trusts hereby created, including the estate duty and the settle- 
ment esti ¥ duty payable in respect of all my said real estate in the 
parish of and of the several sums hereinafter directed to be held 
in trust for my daughters and their children.’’ The testator then 
settled certain sums out of his residuary personalty on his five 
daughters and their children, and gave the remainder of the residue 
to his son. Section 54 of the Finance Act, 1910, increases the previous 
rates of estate duty and settlement estate duty, and section 58 (2) re 
ession duties of 1 per cent. on lineal 


imposes the legacy and suc ; 
ancestors and descendants and extends it to husbands and wives. It 
was contended that the new duties imposed by section 58 were not 
payable out of the residuary personalty. 


Eve, J., said the 


expenses meant that the beneficiary was to take free from existing 


cases showed that primd facie a direction to pay 


s of opinion that the new duties were an ‘‘ expense 
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‘ssary prelimin ivy to the 
Further, he did not 
were cut down 


tlement estate 


incident to the trusts,’’ since they were a ne 
establishment of the trusts declared by the will. 
think that the words ‘‘ expenses inc ident » truste ”’ 
by the subsequent words ‘‘ including estate 


dut and set 


duty ”’ so as to refer to those duties only. His lordship therefore held 
that the new duties were payable out of the residuary personalty as 
well as the increased duties.—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and 


Gurdon. Soicrrors, 
Wolve h impton 


at-Law. ]} 


Manby ; Stewart Smith, K.C., and J. B. King 
Ullithorne, Curr y, & Co., for Neve & Cresswell 


[Reported by 8S. E. Writtams, Barrister 


High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 


DOUGLAS v. SANDERSON. Div. Court. 8th Nov. 
REGISTRATION OF VoTeRrs—INTEREST AS A FREENHOLDER—OCCUPATION 
SepaRATe Dwet.inc-Hovse—RepresentaTion OF THE Peropte Act 
1832, s. 24 

1 frecholder in a b prough who u pie the upper part of a house 
ere l on hia freehold ia not in occupation i the lower part so as to 
he prol hited from voting for the county ¢ freeholder. 

This was a case stated by the r vising barrister for the Tyneside 


division of Northumberland The appellant claimed to have his name 
inserted in the list of ownership voters for the parish of Jesmond, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne His claim was in the following form :—Place 
of abode, 59, Wolseley-gardens ; nature of qualification, freehold house ; 
description of qualifying property, 57 Wolseley-gardens. The claim 
was duly objected to. The claimant freeholder of a two-storey 
building known as 57 and 59 Wolseley-gardens. Each storey 
separate dwelling-house, entered by a separate outer door. 
claimant occupied the upper storey, known as No. 59. The ground 
floor, known as 57, was occupied by one William Wray as tenant. 
They occupied separate yards in the rear of the building. 
claimant and Wray were each entitled to be, and were in fact, registered 
as voters in respect of their occupation on the list of occupation voters 
for the city of Newcastle. Section 24 of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1832 (2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 45), provides : ‘‘ Notwithstanding 
anything hereinbefore contained, no person shall be entitled to vote 
in the election of a knight or knights of the shire... . in respect 
of his estate or interest as a freeholder in any house, warehouse, count 
ing-house, shop, or other building occupied by himself, or in 
land occupied by himself, together with any house . . such house 
. . «+ « being either separately or jointly with the land so occupied 
therewith of such would . confer on him the right of 
voting for any city or borough.”’ It contended for the objector 
that section 24 of the Act of 1832 precluded the claimant from being 
registered as an ownership elector, because he was himself in occupa 
tion of the upper storey of the building, and qualified to vote for the 
city in respect of such occupation. It was contended for the claimant 
that he was entitled to be registered in respect of his ownership of 
No. 57, the separate dwelling occupied by Wray 
was barred by section 24 of the Act of 1832 and rejected it.’’ It was 
argued for the appellant that section 24 of the Act of 1832 prevented 
& person who had a qualification for a vote in the county in respect 
of freehold property in a borough, using that qualification when he 
occupied such property, and thereby obtained an occupation vote in the 
borough. But the appellant did not occupy No. 57, in respect of 
which the freehold qualification for a vote in the county was claimed. 
It was contended for the respondent that No. 57 could not be 
separated from No. 59, which was occupied by the appellant. No. 59 
was exactly above No. 57, and was supported by it, both occupying 
the same site. ‘ 


was 


value as 
was 


Lord ALVERSTONE, C..J., 


in giving judgment, said he thought the 
revising barrister had come to a wrong decision. 


Nos. 57 and 59 were 


any | 
‘ | support the decision of the taxing master. 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re LAWRANCE & PORTER. Lx parte THE. OFFICIAL RECEIVER. 
Phillimore, J. 28th Nov. 


Costs—TaxaTION—EMPLOYMENT OF 
RECEIVER WITH SANCTION OF Boarp or Trape—Limir o: 
Costs To BE IncurRED—BaNkKRuptcy Act, 1883 (66 & 
s. 73—Bankrvuptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), 


BANKRI PTCY SOLICITOR BY 
OFFICIAI 
AMOUNT OF 
67 Vicr. c. 52), 
s. 15 

When the Board of Trade in sanctioning the employment of a sol 
citors to act for the official receiver in a bankruptcy limit the amount 
of the costs to be incurred, they are at liberty to extend such limit 
even after the completion of the work on which the solicitors have 


| he ene mploye d 


Application to review taxation of costs of the solicitor to the official 
receiver. A receiving order was made against the debtors in May, 
1909, but they were not adjudicated bankrupt as they carried through 
a scheme of arrangement. Upon the 29th of May, the official receiver 
wrote to Messrs. R. Miller, Wiggins, & Naylor that he had authority 
to employ them as solicitors in certain specified matters, but that 
the costs were not to exceed £10 10s. without his sanction in writing 
On the 22nd of July, 1909, the official receiver obtained the sanction of 
the Board of Trade to an extension of the limit of the costs to be 


| incurred by the sum of £20, making in all £30 10s., and notified the 


solicitors in writing of this sanction. The eolicitors did the work 
for which the official receiver had been authorized to employ them and 
the costs thereof exceeded £30 10s. On the 2nd of July, 1910, afte: 
all the work had been done the official receiver wrote to the solicitors 
that he had authority from the Board of Trade to extend the limit 


| to £50. When the solicitors brought in their bill for taxation the 
xing master in hankruptey refused to allow more than £30 10s., 


formed a | 


The | 


The | 


| pleted. 


being of opinion that the solicitors had no authority to go beyond 
the sum of £30 10s. without ‘written sanction, and that the sanction 
given after the work had been done was too late. The solicitors 
appealed. Counsel for the appellants contended that the sanction of 
the employment of solicitors under section 73 of the Bankruptcy A: 

1883, which, by section 15 (3) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, must be 
obtained before such employment, is only a sanction to do the particula: 
work, not a sanction of the amount the work is to cost. The Board 
of Trade, like a private client, may limit the amount to be spent in 
order to protect themselves, but are free to extend the limit of the 
amount of the costs either before or after the work has been com 
The case of Re Duncan (1892, 1 Q. B. 879) was distinguishable 


as there no authority to extend the limit of the costs was ever given 


I thought the claim | 


both owned by the appellant, but were structurally divided into two | 


separate houses. The revising barrister had apparently thought because 
the appellant occupied the upper part, No. 59, he was within the dis- 
qualification under section 24 of the Act of 1832. The object of that 
section was to prevent a claim for a county vote in respect of premises 
occupied by the claimant and entitling him to a borough vote, but it was 
not intended to oust the owner from having any claim to a county vote 
whatever, for it had been decided that if the premises were ‘of in- 
sufficient value to give a borough vote, a county vote could then be 
obtained for them if they were worth forty shillings a year. If this 
case were being judged in 1832 probably a stricter view would be 
taken, and it might be held that the appellant occupied the lower 
portion of the premises in value of the support rendered by them. 
That would be too narrow a construction now. as ocenpation meant 
occupation in fact The appellant was therefore the owner of 
the freehold No. 57, which was not occupied by himself. Therefore 
the appeal must be allowed. 

Dartine and Picxrorp, JJ., delivered judgments in concurrence.— 
CounseL, Lewis Coward, K.C., and Daldy; A. A. Bethune. Sottcr- 
Tors, Bull & Bull; Philip Thornton, tor C. D. Forster & Co.. New- 
castle-on-Tyne 
{Reported by Grratp Dopson, Barrister-at-Law.) 


either before or after completion of the work. 


Puiimore, J. allowed the application, holding that, although the 
work authorized to be done could not be added to by a sanction afte: 
the employment of the solicitors to do such additional work, yet the 
limit of the costs to be incurred upon the work originally authorized 
could be extended after it had been completed. The Board of Trade, 
like a private person, can extend the limit of expense originally 
imposed for its own protection at any time that it chooses so to do 
The Bankruptcy Acts require that the Board of Trade should sanction 
the employment of solicitors in respect of each particular matter which 
they are to carry out, but do not require that any particular limir 
should be put to costs, and if the Board of Trade do put in such a 
limit for their own protection they are quite at liberty to dispense with 
it.—Counsen, BE. T. Henlé. Soricrrors, PR. Miller, Wiggins & Naylor. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law ] 


Societies. 
United Law Society. 


November 28.—Mr. G. R. Smart moved: ‘‘ That this House is of 
opinion that the course adopted by the authorities in the Archer-Shee 
case was unjustifiable.” Mr. J. A. W. MacGowan opposed. The 
motion was lost by 2 votes. 





Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatinc Soctery.—Nov. 29.—Chairman, Mr. G. B. 
Willis. The subject for debate was, ‘‘ That the case of Measures Bro- 
thers (Limited) v. Measures (1910, 2 Ch. 248) was wrongly decided. 
Mr. Meeke opened in the affirmative, Mr. Parry seconded in the 
affirmative ; Mr. Dollar opened in the negative, Mr. Shearn seconded in 
the negative. The following members continued the debate :—Messrs. 
R. W. Handley, Lemon, Pleadwell, Kaffka, Blackwell, Willcocks, H. F. 
Rubinstein, Burgis, Coe, Thorpe, and W. 8S. Jones. The motion was 
lost by three votes. 


Mr. Justice Bray announced on the 24th ult., says the Times, that 
applications in cases in the common jury lists were in future to be 
made to him in his private room at 10.20 a.m. 


No counsel appeared t» 
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Stamp Duty on Premium Leaseholds. 


The following correspondence has passed between Messrs. Bennett 
and Leaver, of 41, Moorgate-street, London, and the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, and is printed in the J'imes :— 

41, Moorgate-street, London, E.C., Aug. 10. 
The Right Hon. D. Lloyd George, M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
Treasury, Whitehall, S.W. 

Sir.—We beg to direct your attention to what appears to be a 
somewhat anomalous position under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 

Under section 73 of the Act, the Stamp Duty on a conveyance or 
transfer on sale of any property, where the consideration does not 
exceed £500, remains as under the Stamp Act, 1891, viz., 10s. per 
cent., but the new Act is silent as to the relative Stamp Duty in 
respect of the premium on the demise of leasehold property at a 
ground-rent. There is a scale applicable to the ground-rent, but, as 
before stated, no provision is made as to the duty on the premium, 
and the Inland Revenue authorities construe this to mean that the 
duty on the premium, even if the latter is less than £500, is to be 
at the rate of £1 per cent., and charge accordingly. 

This would appear to be either an oversight in the framing of the 
Act, or obviously an injustice, for, for the sake of argument, sup 
posing in the purchase of a freehold house the consideration is £500, 
the Stamp Duty would be £2 10s., whereas in the case of the demise 
of a leasehold house at, say, a ground rent of £5, where the con- 
sideration is a premium of, say, £400, the Stamp Duty would be £4, 
plus the scale on the ground rent. 

We have taken the liberty of writing to you on the matter, as, of 
course, the Inland Revenue authorities say their duty is simply to 
administer the Act. 

We are, Sir, your obedient servants, 
Bennett & Leaver. 
Treasury Chambers, Whitehall, 8.W., Nov. 4. 

Gentlemen,—With reference to your letter of August 10 last, rela- 
tive to the Stamp Duty on the purchase of leaseholds when the con- 
sideration is less than £500, I am desired by the Chancellor. of the 
Exchequer to inform you that he has under consideration the ques 
tion of amending section 75 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, so as 
te remove the hardship to which you refer. 

Yours faithfully, 
M. H. Sanps. 

Messrs. Bennett and Leaver. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 
The Hon. BattHazar STEPHEN Foster has been appointed Stipendiary 
Magistrate of Birmingham. 
Mr. H. D. Greene, K.C., has been elected treasurer of the Middle 
Temple for the ensuing year. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. Walter William Woolnough; who retired from active practice 
some years ago, has now retired from the firm of Brown & Woolnough, 
of 68a, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. The firm will be carried on by 
Mr. Charles Walter Woolnough as heretofore, and he will as from Ist 
January next be joined in partnership by his brother, Mr. ALFrep 
Ernest Woo.novuGu. 

Dissolution. 

Ernest Frank Kirt and Sternen Aytwin Cave, Solicitors (Kift 
and Cave), Reading, Nov. 19. 

[Gazette, Nov. 22. 


Information Wanted. 

WITNESSES TO WILL REQUIRED.—Re Mr. Frederick Holden 
Turner (Solicitor), deceased, late of No. 61, Sussex-gardens, Hyde 
Park, W.. and formerly of No, 40, Bedford-row, W.C., Middlesex. 
The witnesses to any Will signed by the deceased are requested to 
communicate with Messrs. H. E. & W. Bury, solicitors, 47, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, London, W.C. 


General. 


A good many K.C.’s who were not in the old Parliament are, says a 
writer in the Globe, seeking to sit in the new. On the Unionist side 
are Lord Robert Cecil, Mr. A. H. Jessel, Mr. Leslie de Gruther, Mr. 


Felix Cassel, and Mr. Leslie Scott; on the Radical side are Mr. 8. O. | 


Buckmaster, Mr. A. J. Ashton, Mr. Micklem, and Mr. Stewart Smith. 
Among the juniors fighting in the Unionist cause are Mr. P. Rose 
Innes, Mr. Bartley Dennis, Mr. E. E. Wild, Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith, 
Mr. Rigby Swift, Mr. Montague Barlow, Mr. Lort Williams, and Mr. 
Seymour Lloyd; among those in the Radical ranks are Mr. A. H. 
Spokes, Mr. Sylvain Mayer, and Mr. I. A. Symmons. Two members of 


the Bar whose fathers are judges are seeking to be returned—Mr. | 


Vaughan Williams, a son of Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, on the 
Unionist side, and Mr. R. C. Phillimore, a son of Mr. Justice Philli- 
more, among the Radical forces. 


At the sitting of the Court of Criminal Appeal on the 28th ult., 
says the Z'imes, the Lord Chief Justice said that several notices of 
appeal had been given, alleging as a ground that there had been’ mis- 
direction, but not setting out what the misdirection was. In these 
appeals the misdirection must be clearly indicated, either by reference 
to the passages in the summing up constituting the alleged misdirec- 
tion or in some other way. 

Mr. Justice Lush, who is a Bencher of Gray's Inn, has. been pre- 
sented by barristers of that society with a silver loving cup of the 
period of Charles II., a silver salver, and an address on the occasion 
of his appointment as a judge of the High Court. The presentation 
was made in the large Pension Chamber at Gray’s Inn on Monday by 
the senior barrister present, and Mr. Justice Lush, in expressing his 
thanks, asked to be allowed to accept the gifts as tokens of personal 
regard and affection from fellow-members of the Bar of Gray’s Inn. 

The law officers, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, need never 
starve. In 1893-4 (an exceptional year) the Attorney-General made 
£12,635 apart from his salary of £7,000. In 1880-1 and 1881-2 he 
made nearly £12,000 in all, in 1882-3 nearly £11,000, in 1886-7 over 
£12,000. in 1887-8 nearly £12,000, in 1888-9 over £12,000, in 1892-3 
over £13,000, and in 1894-5 over £14,000. The Solicitor-General in 
a good year may net £11,000 in all. This happened to Sir Edward 
Clarke in 1888-9. But he is subject also to sudden reverses. The 
same Solicitor-General secured the miserable total of £7,168 in 1891-2. 


The good age of eighty-two was reached on the 28th ult., says the 
Evening Standard, by that judicial veteran Lord Lindley. He was 
created a life peer ten years ago, on his appointment as a Lord of 
Appeal ; he has been on the retired list for the last five years. 1875 was, 
perhaps, his most eventful year, for he was then made Serjeant-at-Law, 
Justice of the Common Pleas, and received a knighthood. He is 
the sole surviving member in England of the Ancient Order of the 
Coif. Lord and Lady Lindley celebrated their golden wedding two 
years ago, having had a family of nine children, of whom four sons 
and two daughters survive. 

In a recent address before the Georgia State Bar Association, says 
the American journal, Case and Comment, Judge Hillyer, of Atlanta, 
discussed what is an admitted weakness in practice before American 
courts. It was a subject with which experience on the bench naturally 
had made him familiar. Summing up briefly the evils of criminal 
court procedure, Judge Hillyer defines the most important as being 
too much technicality, too little merit; delay, instead of promptness ; 
punishing the poor, letting go the rich, criminal; archaic procedure 
ruled by irrelevant precedents. The judge holds that in the reform 
of these evils lies the sole hope of rescuing the courts—a fundamental 
of popular liberty—from inefficiency and growing public contempt. 

A novel way of estimating the length of a case was suggested by 
Judge Lumley Smith on the 23rd ult., says the Z'imes. At half-past 
3 in the afternoon he said he would take another case if there was 
one which would only occupy half an hour. Some of the counsel waiting in 
court pressed the judge to take the cases in which they appeared. In 
order to decide between the conflicting claims of counsel for precedence, 
Judge Lumley Smith asked the Clerk of the Court to hand him the 
depositions, saying that their weight would enable him to estimate 
the probable length of time the hearing of the different cases would 
occupy. Ultimately he decided to take a small case of shop-breaking, 
in which there were three witnesses, and which was finished within 
the half-hour. 

The General Accident, Fare, and Life Corporation (Limited) 
announce that in order to insure candidates at the General Election 
against the cost of possible petitions brought as the result of the action 
of zealous supporters, they are prepared to issue an indemnity policy 
at 3 per cent. on the sum to be insured. They say that the premium 
payable under such a policy is not an election expense, and need not 
be returned in the official declaration of election expenses. The com 
pany state that in the event of a petition the verdict under the vary- 
ing interpretations of the present election law is always doubtful; 
the only certainty is the respondent’s liability for heavy and some- 
times ruinous law costs. The amount of these is governed by the com 
plexity and duration of the case, but generally may be computed at 
about £3,000. 

In a recent case in the City of London Court—an action on a 
promissory note—it was alleged that the plaintiff, a solicitor, had been 
| instructed to defend one of the defendants, who was charged with 
embezzlement, both at the police court and the Old Bailey, and that on 

the second day of the trial at the Old Bailey the plaintiff's clerk 
brought to the defendant a promissory note for the amount of the 
charges of the plaintiff and the fees of counsel, stating that if the 
note was not signed, neither solicitor nor counsel would continue to 
appear for him. This was denied on behalf of the plaintiff, but, 
according to the J'imes, Judge Rentoul said that if it were true that 
the promissory note was signed in the middle of the trial such a pro- 
ceeding would enable any solicitor to use extortion of the most cruel 
and iniquitous kind on every prisoner. He hoped that there were few 
counsel or solicitors who in the middle of a criminal trial would stop, 
no matter what the circumstances were. If there were, then a prisoner 
would inevitably be found guilty at once. The plaintiff said that he 
would never have left any prisoner in the lurch as suggested, but 
Judge Rentoul did not think that such a note as that sued upon 
should be enforced, or attempted to be enforced, in any British Court 
| of Justice. He gave judgment for the defendants, with costs, and 
| gave the plaintiff leave to appeal. 
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At the North London Police Court, before Mr. Hedderwick, on the | 
25th ult., Herbert Joseph Donovan, ticket-writer, was, says the 7’imes, 
summoned at the instance of the Law Society for having unlawfully. 
wilfully, and falsely pretended to be a solicitor. Mr. Humphreys, | 
for the Law Society, said that Mr. Charles Kellerman received a 
letter threatening his wife with proceedings for alleged slanders on 
a Mrs. Charing, living in the same house. The letter was headed in 
copperplate writing, ‘‘H. J. Donovan, Solicitor.” Mr. Kellerman, 
noticing a number of misspelt words, doubted its genuineness. The 
defendant said he did not know at the time he was doing wrong. 
He called Mr. Charing, who said he drafted the letter to frighten 
Mr. and Mrs. Kellerman, and suggested that Donovan, who was a 
shopmate, should write it out for him. Mr. Hedderwick said he did 
not regard this as a bad case, but the law had been broken. The 
defendant would be bound over to keep the peace for twelve months, 
and must pay 10s. 

The Select Committee of the House of Lords appointed to join with 
a Committee of the House of Commons to consider the Perjury Bill 
have issued a second report. They are, says the T'imes, of opinion 
that the Perjury Bill should be allowed to proceed. The Bill is not 
simply a consolidation of statute law, but also codifies the common 
law relating to perjury, and as amended by them represents, except in 
certain particulars specified, the existing law of England. In the 
Statute-book there are a number of enactments making false declara 
tions punishable, but while the offences are not substantially different, 
the punishments affixed appear in each case to have been chosen in a 
rather haphazard way. The Committee recognize that the amend 
ments they have introduced for the purpose of making punishments 
more uniform and generalising the law so as to make it applicable to 
false stetements under future as well as past Acts, go beyond codifica 
tion and consolidation in the strict But unless such a change 
be made the Committee consider that it would hardly be worth while 
to attempt to codify the law at all. ‘ 

It is announced that King Edward VII. having been called to the 
bar by the Middle Temple and become a bencher in 1861, and having 
filled the office of treasurer in 1887, the benchers have determined 
to commemorate the long and close association with which his late 
Majesty graciously honoured the society by establishing a fund to be 
called the ‘“‘ King Edward VII. Memorial Fund for Legal Study and 
Research.’’ This fund will be provided by setting apart annually on th 
9th of November (being the anniversary of His late Majesty's birthday) 
the sum of one hundred guineas to be applied in assisting barristers 
of the Middle Temple to pursue legal study and research connected 
with English and foreign law, international law, comparative legisla- 
tion, constitutional law, and legal history, and such other subjects 
connected with the profession of the law as the bench may deem deserv- 
ing of assistance, and it may also be bestowed as a reward for the 
result of past study and research in the same connection. It was 
further decided that some building or structural portion of the Middle 
Temple now existing, or which may hereafter be erected, should be 
associated with the name of King Edward VII. 


costs. 


sense 


In the House of Commons, on the 23rd ult., Mr. Watt asked the 
Attorney-General if he could give the House any information as to 
whether the arrears of cases in the King’s Bench Division had in any 
way been reduced by the appointment of the two new judges sanc 
tioned by Parliament in the early part of this Session. The Attorney 
General said : I am informed that substantial progress has already been 
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made with the cases in the King’s Bench Division, and it is anticipated 
that before many months have passed the judges will be abreast of 
their work. Mr. Bowles: May I ask whether the judges are now 
either sitting for a longer period on Saturdays or for an extra half 
hour on other days’ The Attorney-Genera] said: I believe it 
fact that they are either sitting a little longer on ordinary days o1 
tuking cases at effective sittings on Saturdays. Mr. Bottomley : Has 
the hon. and learned gentleman had time to consider further the sug 


is a 


gestion to facilitate business by the appointment of official shorthand | 


writers for those courts which have not yet got them’? The Attorney- 
I have considered it, and I may say there is, I believe, 
It is thought 


General said : 
a desire in my department to consider it favourably. 
that it might be a very useful suggestion. 


Royat Navan Cottecr, Osnorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 


Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Reorsreass tx ATTEYXDANCE on 
Mr. Justice 


Rota oF 
Emusnosvor Aprrzat Covar Mr. Justice 
Rota. No, 2, 


Joronr. Swinrer Eavr 
Mr Leach Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Bloxam 
Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Beal Borrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
Goldschmidt Greswel! Church Bea! 
Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 





t 








Dec. 3, 1910. 









Date Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 Wasaineros. NxeviILye. Parken. 

Monday, Dec. 5 Mr Synge Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Theed 
Tuesday ........ 6 Church 1 Synge Bloxam 
Wednesday ...... 7 Theed Greswel] Charch Farmer 
Thursday. w« 8 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
Friday ... » 2 Parmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Saturday .... ... 10 Le: Charch Farmer Beal 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Landen Ganstin-—Bussaz, Bor. 3. 


Acme Tons Excravine Co, Lro—Petn for winding op. presented Nov 22, directei 
to be heard at the Court House, St. Albans, Dec 12 Carter & Co, Gt. James st, 
Bedford row, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 11 

Brap (Devizes), Lrp—Creditors are required, on or bsfore Nov 28, to send tteir 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their de»ts or claims. to David Owen, 
28, Mileom st, Bath. Mann & Vo, Trowbridge, solors for the liquidator 

Borpox Concrssions Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to send 
their names and add and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alexander Durward, 28, Fenchurch st, liquidator 

Barris AatrricitaL Ruspexr Sywprcats, Lro—Credit are required, on or before 
Jan 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James Fraser, 31, Copthallav. Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus, 
solors for liquidator 

Caaetes Les, Lev (1s Votuwrary Liqurpitron) —Credito-s are required, on or before 
Dec 8, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of thei or claims, 
to Alfred Page, c/o Josolyne & Co, 28, King st, Cheapside, liquidator 

tovontaL Iwpvusrarat Tavst, Ley —Petn for wiadiag up, presente: Nov 22, directed to 
be Dec 6. Morley & Co, Old Broad st, solor for the petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 5 

mac Frrepcsy, Lrp (1x Liquipatron—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Martello Gray, District Bank chmbrs, Bradford. Watson & Co, Bradford, 
solors for the liquidator 

KrpperMinsrer Masowrc Hatt anp Oxvs Co, Lrp (1x Ligurpation)—Creditors are 
reqaired, on or befora Nov 20, to send their names and addresses, and the pacticalas 
of their debts or claims, to William Johnstone, Central chmbra, High st, Kidder- 
minster Talbot, Kidderminster, solor for the liquidator 

Neraeertanos Promotion Syxpicara, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 24, 
directed t> be heard Dec 6. Tarry & Co, Serjesnts’ inn, Flext at, solors for ths 
petner. Notice of appsaring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia 
the afternoon of Dec 6 

Naw Atsum Co, Lrp—Creditors are required forthwith to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Seymour 
Salaman, | and 2, Backlersbary, liqaidator 

Norsvrys, Lro—Cresitors sre required, on or before Dec 9, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to CO. Howard Bolton ani 
Ernest Plastow, 22, Millstone lane, Leicester, liquidators 

Peet's Anme Horet Morvat Investment Society, Lrp—Creditors are required, on 
er before Dec 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John Robert Scroyd, 101, Plantation et, Accrington, liquidator 

Pore Ewawet Bara Co (1909), Lto—Petn for winding up, presentei Nov 23, directed 
to be heard Dec 6.. Baker & Co, Cannon st, solors for the petners. Notics of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o clock in the afternoon of 

c 5 


Dec 

Qurenstanp Estates, Lrp (tw Votuntany Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 28, to send in their names and addressees, and the particulars of their 
claims or debts, to Gerald Young, 22, Basinghball st. Oox, Temple chmbrs solor to 
the hqaidators 

R. P. Prroe & Co (Lanorort), Lrp (rm Votuntany Ligurpa tiom)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 30, to send their names and 3, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to James Edwacd Grace, 24, Clare st, Bristol, liquidator 

Securities Acquisition Syxpicats, Lrp (1x Liqurpation)—OCreditors are uired, 
on or before Dec 28, to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their 
debts and claims, to Charles Harrison Mounsey, 34, Coleman st, liquidator 

Tasmaxtra Gotp Minune Co, Lro (1s YWotunrtasy Ligorpatiox)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen si pl. Latteys & 
Hart, Leadenhall st, solora for the liquidator 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liuitep 1m Omancert. 
London Gazette,—Tuxspar, Nov. 29. 


Cymeara Sure.y Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or befora Dac 16, to send their 
pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gilbert D. 
Shepherd, Kingsway, Cardiff, liquidator 

Lowpow Exutzrriows, Leo—Petn for winding-up, presente1 Nov 26, directed to be 
heard Dec 13. Linklater & Co, Bond st, Waibrook, solors for the petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cloce in the afternoon 
ot Dec 12 

Loxpow Traprwe Banx, Lro—Petn for winding up, mted Nov 26, directed to be 
heard Dec 13. Kenneth & Co, Lennox ho, Stra solors for the petner. Notice 
of aopearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Dec 12 

Lowrstorr Gaawp awp Royrat Horets, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 24, 
directed to be heard Deo 13, Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row, for Copeman « 
Cadge, Loddon, near Norwich, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 12 

Norra Srarrogpsaras Lazovr Press, Lrp—Creditors are reqaired, oa or before 
Dec 16, to eend their names and addresses, particalars of their debts or 

claims, to William F Robinson, 1, Lamb st, Haniey, liquidator 








Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Fatoar, Nov, 25. 
C. W. Hutury, Leo. 
Peeu's Ags Hores Moroat Investuewt Sooty, Lro, 
Securrtias Acgutsttionw Srwpicats, Leo. 
Eest Yosusmine Sreamsair Co, Lro. 
Horst Msrrorots, Uromea, Lrp. 
Vicrostaw Daytxsvorp Synpicats, Lr. 
Boorman & Co, Lrp. 
Borpox Concessions Co, Lrp. 
Bartize Aativrcuat Russse Syepicats, Lrp. 
Groszes Srinxs & Co, Lev. 
Krppsamivsrse Saarine Rivx, Lro, 
Koas Syspicats, Urn. 
Brap (Davises), Lro. 
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LAW 
INSURANCE 





London, W.C. 


BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
re Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire Personal Accident and Disease. 


Burglary. 
Domestic Servants. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. _Third Party. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Eeq.. J.P., Chairman (Johnecns, Long & Raymend-Barker), Lincoln's Inn. 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


H. D. BEWES, Eaq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
L, C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeleyy& Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 
F. E. E. FARERROTHER, ay (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
E. 8 FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,| 
Westminster, 
C. W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
ALLOWES, — (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 

MES, Eeq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
DILLON R. L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 

This Society, consequent on its close connection with. and excepti 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT Is 
business on the most favourable terms. 
s and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice. 
offered cannot be surpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


| R. W. TWREDIE, Fea. (A. ‘ 
| W, MEI MOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn, 


It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
he business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate 
Westminster. 

WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 

RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird, Colline & Co.),“Bedford Row. 

JOHN. DOUGLAS PEEL, Feq. (Morrell, Fon & Peel), Oxford. 

THOMAS RAWLYE, Eerq. (Rawle, Johnstone &Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. | 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Erq.,.(Leag&t Pembertons), Lincoln's Ino Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL. Bruton Street, 

J. PERCFYAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tathem & ‘Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.0. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street, 
E. H. WHITEHEAD,. Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidson), Spring Gardens, 

E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., Temple Bar Houte, Fleet Street. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 
onal experierce of the requirements of, the Legal Profersion, INVITES 
ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 
Prospectuses and Proposal 








London Gazett:.—Tuxspay, Nov. 29. 
Scopaw Mrxgs, Lev. 
Hamrsuine Motor Co, Lrp. 
Broox Mitus Co, Lrp. 
New Borrarxnow.e Cotttery Co, Ltn, 
Anoto-Paristay (Amentcan) Rotter Satine Rink, Lt, 
Lyuwt Corrrrk Minine Syypicare, Lrv, 
Gamesy Russee Co. Leo, 
Dorta pe Vow & Co, Lrv, 
J. Manspew & Co, Lev. 
Sovutnamrtow Axegowacr Co, Lrp. 
Agxetis & Waters, Lop. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Dec. 6.—Messrs. Hamrrow & Sons, at the Mart: Residential Flat pert, 
advertisement, back page, Nov. 12). : 4 = oon 
Dec. 6.—Messts. Desewnam, Tawsox, Rrozarpsow, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Lease- 
hold Investments (see advertisement, back page, Nov. 26). 

c. 8.—Mesers. May & Rowpen, at th> Bart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents and 
Properties (sce advertisement, back page, this week). 
P Sentead Go ag Ty oma Buanatrs, & Bappecey, at the Mart, at 

: ai st t i i 
mee and Nor. i ing my p perty (see advertisement, back page, this 

. 14,—Mesers. Danizt Suita, Sow, & Oaxuey, at the Mart, at 2: Freehol 
Property (see advertisement, back page, th's week). — 


Result of Sale. 
- Reversions, Poticiss, &c.. 
esers, H. E. Foster & Caanvietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 920) of 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhbouse-yard, B.C, 4 pn [Soe 


: 1 when 

fe following Lois were scld at the prices named, the total amount Aven | being 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To £350... ees : ei 


To £3,167 
ToZ£ 


ie ae Coe 
REVERSION to Freehold Ground-Rents of £600 per annum 








ot ns se 
aS ee 
an « 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day oF Cuaim. 
London Gasctite.—Tunspay, Nov. 22. 


Damrtos, Heyer, Tunbridge Wells Jan 4 I i 
: Crop ne “ Delves v Dainton, Swinfen Eady, J 
OvLTER, Tuomas, +. Wholesale Stationer Jan 7 Poulter v Poulter and 





Ely pl, Holborn circus 
Accountant Dec 15 Sizer vy Wray and Markham, 


J 
Vanx, Gore 5 "4 +4 
wi by, Louth 


Li 
arrington, 3 Ingold 





HERRING, HENRY CHARLES, Southampton, Foreign Money Changer 


KELLY, THOMAS, Union sq, Islington ' 
Layton, ELIZA MARY, Oakfield rd, Strood Green Dec 31 Laytons, Budge row, Cannon st 
NICHOLS, EDWARD CLARKE, South Shields, Master Mariner Dec 11 Grunhut & Vo, South 


Lindon Gazette,-Farway, Nov. 25. 


Smirn, Aww Marta, Aspley Guise, Bedford Dec 30 Trevor vy Goodhasll, Swinfen Eady, J 
Bircham, Parliament st, Westminster 


23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram, 


Under 22 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov 15. 


AIANO, ELIZABETH, Canterbury Dec 31 Page, Canterbury 

ANGUS, JAMES, Portsdown rd, Maida vale, Civil Engineer Dee 3 
House, Norfolk st 

BALL, HENRY, Hilisborough, Sheffield Dec 19 Harrop, Sheffield ; 

BARNES, JOHN, Haywards Heath, Sussexg Licensed Victualler Dec 16 Hobbs & Young, 
Brighton 

Barnow, JOuN, Sternhold av, Streatham hill, Mercantile Clerk Dec 24 Sheehy, 
Coleman st 

BENNETT, THOMAS, Dawgreen, Dewsbury, Pawnbroker Dec 15 Scholefleld & Son 
Dewsbury 

S0USFIELD, ADELAIDE, Scarborough Dec 21 

CLovuen, ELizaBetTH Kemp, Millbrook, Hants 
bury ° 

CLowEs, MARTHA ANN Munt, Messina av, Kilburn Dec 10 Keer & Ramsden, Moorgate 
Station chmbrs 

COLEMAN, JOSEPF, Bedford Dec 17 Sharman & Trethewy, Ampthill — 

XOLLIS ELIZABETH ANN, Nottingham Dec 17 Ransom & Hutton, Nottingham 

COLSON, ALFRED, Leicester, Civil Engineer Dec 24 Williams, Leicester ; 

Cook, WILLIAM, Lingdale, York, Grocer Dec 31 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesbrough 

COULDWELL, GEORGE, and HANNAH COULDWELL, Wales, York, Farmers Dec 13 Smith 
& Co, Sheffield 

DAUN, ROsk ANN, Copse hill. Wimbledon, Surrey Dec 12 Daun, Fenchurch st 

DORNIER, FRANICS JOSEPH, Hither Green, Kent, Tobacconist Dec 9 Preston, Bishups- 
gate Withoat 

ENDERSPY, OLIVE, Southend on Sea 

FORNASSON, CHARES, Hartlepool, Donkeyman 


Brown & Co, Lennox 


Kay, York 


Dec 7 Hovodding & Jackson, Salis- 


Dec 2 Tolhurst & Co, Southend on Sea 
Dec 15 Bell, West Hartlepool 


GIpbDINGS, JoHN, Wilton, Wilts, Grocer Dec 18 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 


GRAYSON, ABRAHAM, Cockermouth, Cumberland Dec 23 Waugh & Musgrave, Cocker- 
mouth 


GRIFFITHS. JOHN DEMPSTER, Oxton, Chester Nov 30 Dean & Son, Liverpool 
HAWKES, JOSEPH CHARLES, Poole, Dorset, Leather Merchant Dec19 Trevanion & Co, 


Poole 
; Dec 12 Ensor, 


Southam pton 


HIORTH, CHRISTIAN SOMMERFELT, Christiana, Norway Dec 17 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
HODGKINS, ALFKED, Hanley, Stafford, Veterinary Surgeon Nov 30 Moxon, Hanley 
HODGKINS, ALFRED SAMUEL, Hanley, Stafford Decll Moxon, Han} 

HONEYMAN, MARTHA, Hutton Rudby, York Dec 31 
Hooker, WILLIAM, and MARY ANN HooKER, Calbourne, I of W, Farmers Dec 17 


e 
Bowles- Wilson, Middlesbrough 


Bailey, jun, Newport, I of W 
ae r Dec 15 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 


Shields 


PLAXTON, SARAH, Kingston upon Hull Decl? Crust & Co, Beverley 
PowWELL, WILLIAM, Manchester Dec 12 Sharratt & Saxon, Manchester 
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RENDELL, Lewis, Bedford row Dee3l Church & Co, Bedford row WEBSTER, foam, y by ey Dec 22 ) Ey & Evershed, Birmingham 
RowWLINGS Joux, St Budeaux, Devonport, Devon, Naval Pensioner Dec 28 Gill, | | WEBSTER, uxta Birmingham, Butcher Dec 22 Pointon & Evershed, 
Devonport Binet my 
Smrru, SaRaH, Alexandra rd, South Hampstead Jan Woodcock & Co, Bl} buryeq WHITAKER, THOMAS, Burley in Wharfedale, York Jani Riley, Halifax 
SMITH, CHARLOTTE Lovurss, Hove, Sussex Dec 27 Williams, Brighton WILKINS, Mary, Vicarage rd, Hampton Wick, Middlesex Dec19 Blyth & Co, Gresham 
STRONG, ELLEN ELIZABETH, Shirley, Warwick Dec 31 A & W H Green, Birmingham House 
Nottingham Dec 17 Alcock, Mansfield 


THOMAS, WILLIAM, Cardiff Dec 12 eae B Son, Cardiff 
TOURNAY. HARRY Hinps, Epsom Dec 10 


chmbrs, Holborn 


WALK ER, WILLIAM, Yarm on Tees, York Dec19 I Anson, Middlesbrough 
WALL, HENRY, Tenbury, Worcester, Sanitary Inspector Dec 10 Davis, Tenbury 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Turspar, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALGAR, GrornGE EpmwuUND, Sheringham, Norfolk, Baker 
Norwi h Pet Nov17 Ord Sov i7 
BERNARD, CLAUDE, Bristol, Surgeon Bristol Pet Nov 4 
Ord Nov 18 


. J. & E. H. Tremellen, Birkbeck Bank 


Birt, BENJAMIN, Nuneaton, Warwick, Grocer Coventry 


Pet Sept 80 Ord Nov 16 

BOTTOMLEY, JoskPH AkTHUR, Halifax, Baker Halifax 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Broapuurst, WILLIAM, Rotherham, Yorks, Plumber 
Sheffield Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

CLACK, Epwin RopertT, Upton, Gloucester, Farmer 
Bristol Pet Novi17 Ord Nov 17 


DE SAX®, HAROLD Lewis, Crediton 14, W Hampstead 


High Court Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 16 

DopekoN, GRANVILLE, Burnley, Company Director 
Burnley Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 18 

EpWARDs, THOMAS JAMES, The Clee Hill, nr Ludlow, 


Salop, Coal Merchant Leominster Pet Nov 18 Ord 
Nov 18 
Fisner, Frank, Punvent, Glam, 
Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Gaunt, ALBON HENRY, Lisesamlet, 
Neath Prt Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
GE ach, GEORGE, strand Company Promoter High Court 


Collier Swansea Pet 


Glam, Labourer 


Pet Oct 21 (rd Nov 18 

Grirrviy, Percy Tuomas, © ngerstoné, Leicester, Cattle 
Dealer Leicest-r Pet Nov i9 Ord Nov 19 

HARGREAVES, JOSIAH MASON, Gateacre, Lancaster 
Liverpool Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 18 

Hvuenes, Jonnx, Liandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet Nov 19 
Ord Nov 19 

OTTRyY, ALBERT GLOVER, Thringstone, Leicester, Cricket 
Groundsman Burton on Trent Pet Nov 17 Ord 
Nov 17 


REDFERN, JOHN ROBERTS, Bowdon, Chester, Merchant's 
Buyer Manchester tet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Ropes, WILLIAM, West Hendon, Dairyman 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 17 


Barnet 


SaxtTow, Joun Istpore, Norwich, Glass Dealer Norwich 


Pet Nov® ‘rd Nov 19 
STARMER, GEORGE, Great Grimsby, Fishing Vessel Master 
Great Grimeby Pet Nov i7 Ord Nov 17 


TARR, DANIEL JonN, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet 
Novi? ri Novi? 
VEAL, ARTHUR WaLTEeR, Great Grimsby G@ eat Grimsby 


Pet Novié Ord Nov ié 


WARD, Henny, Derby, Fish Salesman Der » Pet Nov 
17 Ord Novi? 

Wire, Henny, Upper Parkstone, Dorset Poole Pet 
Nov é Ord Nov 18 2 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ANDREWS, ZACHARIAH, Aberdare, Theatre M@nager Nov 
90 at 12 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmors « t Catherioe 
st, Pontypridd 

BARGEWELL, ALBERT EDWARD, Gt Yarmouth Nov 30 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Beales, Epwix Womack, North Lopbam, Norfolk, 
ee Dee 15 at 12 Off Rec, 86, Princes st, Ips- 
wic 

RoTToMLey, Joserm ArtTuvk, Halifax, Baker Nov 30 at 


WILLIAMS, EMILY, Mansfield, 
WILLIAMS, Grack, Tremerchion, Flint Nov 30 Porter & Co, Colwyn Bay 
WILSON, MARY ELL, Maidenhead Dec17 Holt, Parley 

WORMALD JOSEPH, Leeds Dec 12 
Dec 30 Banks, Blackpool 


WYLIE, JAMES, Blackpool 








DALLMAN, WILLIAM, a Surrey, Builder Nov 
Su at 12 182, Yor Westminster Bridge rd 

GEACH, GEORGE, ay Company Promoter Nov 30 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy blugs, Carey st 

GRIFFIN, PERCY THOMAS, Corgerstone, Leicester, Cattle 
Dealer Nov 30at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

HILL, WALTER JAM¥S, Clevedon, Somerset, Surgeon Nov 
30 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hopson, HAROLD, Southsea, Hants, Engineer Lieutenant 
Nov 3) at% Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

KNAPMAN, JOHN, Sketty, nr Swansea, Port Office Clerk 
Dec latil Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 

OSBORNE, THOMAS ARTHUR, Sneinton, Nottingham, Joiner 
Nov 30at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 

PERRY, FRANK ALBERT, Southsea. Hants, Baker Dec 1 at 
8 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

REDFERN, JCHN ROBERT, Bowdon, Cheshire, Merchants’ 
Buyer Decilat3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

RIvERs, HENRY JOHN, Bristol, Ironmoulder Nov 30 at 
11.40 Off Rec, 26, Baidwin st, Bristol 

SARDIFORD, ALBERT, Southport, Bootmaker Nov 30 at 11 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

STANBURY, ARTHUR, Liverp:ol, Cycie Accessories Dealer 
Dec 2at1l Off Kec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

STAKMER, GEORGE, Great Grimsby, Fishing Vessel Master 
Dec lat 10.30 Off Kec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 


Grimsby 

SmitH, THOMAS, Guildford, Builder Nov 30 at 11.80 132 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 

STEVENS, SIDNEY CHARLES, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Builder 
Nuv +0 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chinbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

STONHAM, CHARLES THOMAS, Sheerness, Grocer Dec 7 cat 
3 115, High st, Rochester 

TaBINER, THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull, Leather Mer- 
chant Nov 30 atll Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Huil 

VEAL, ARTHUR WALTER, Great Grimsby Nov 30 at 11,30 
Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

WaAbDs, CHARLES HENRY, Wigan, Furniture Dealer Dec 5 
at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

WEBB, FRANK | SDERWOOD, Paignton, Devon, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Nov 30 at 2.30 The Gerston Hotel, Paign- 


ton 
WELLER, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Temple Fortune In, 
Golder’s Green, Plumber Dec 1 at 12 14, Bedford 


row 

WELLS, GrorGre HERBERT, Formby, Lancaster Dec 
11 Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 

WHERRY, JOHN WILLIAM, Gt Grimsty, Gen ral Carrier 
Nov 30 at 11 ¢ff Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Wits, Henry, Upper Parkstone, Dorset Dec 1 at 3.30 
Arcade chmbrs (first floor), Bournemouth 

WIL.LiaMS, HvuGH, Amliwch, Anglerey, Butcher Dec 2 at 
2.15 Dinorbin’Arms Hotel, Awlwch 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM JamMis8, Bolton, Journeyman Painter 
Dec 6at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALGAR, GreorGe EpMUND, Sheringham, Norfolk, Baker 
Norwich Pet Nov17 Ord Nov {7 


1 at 


BOTTOMLEY, JosgPH ARTHUR, Halifax, Baker Halifax 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
BROADHURST, WILLIAM, Rotherham, York, Plumber 


Sheffield Pet Nov i8 Ord Nov 18 
CLaCK, EDWIN RoBERT, Hawkesbury Upton, Glos, Farmer 


Dibh & Co, Leeds 






Swansea Pet 


FISHER, FRANK,' Dunvartt, Glam, Collier 
Novi? Ord Nov 17 
GAUNT, ALBON HENRY, Liansamlet, Glam, Labourer Neath 


Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 

GRIFFIN, Percy THOMAS, Congerstone, >} Cattle 
Dealer Leicester Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 1 

Hvuenss, JouN, Llandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet Nov 19 
Ord Nov 19 

OSBORNE, THOMAS ARTHUR, Snctaten, "5 aaa. 
Joiner Nottingham Pet ‘Oct 5 Ord Nov 18 

OTTEY, ALBERT GLOVER, Thringstone, Leicester, Cricket 
—— Burton on Treut Pet Nov 17 Ord 
Nov l 

Rusgass, "Jens RoBERT, Bowdon, Chester, Merchants’ 
Buyer Manchester Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 19 

STARMER, GroRGE, Gt Grimsby, Fishing Ve-sel Master 
Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 37 

SUNDERLAND, AQUILA, Halifax, Cotton Doubler Halifax 
Pet Oct 5 Ord Nov 18 

TAKR, JOHN DANIEL, — Coal Merchant Cardiff 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 1 

VEAL, ARTHUR WALTER, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

WADE, CHARLES HENRY, Wigan, Furniture Dealer Wigan 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 17 

WARD, Henry, Derby, Fish Salesman Derby Pet Nov 17 
Ord Nov 17 

Wase, Resume Joun, Coogéen, Chesstet Chelmsford Pct 
Oct 17 Ord Nov 1 

Amended notice ao for that in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 18 


UmPuesr, GrorGE Dicsy, Bolton on Bese, Yorks, 
Grocer Sheffield Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 13 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
BIGGIN, HARRY, Sheffield Sheffield Adjud July 
Annul Nov 17, 1910 
Anca ANNUILLED = RECEIVING 
RDER RESCINDED. 
CUMMINS, POE... TRAVIS, Sehenat st High Court 
Rec Ord April 26 Adjud June20 Rese Annul Nov 16 


London Gazette,—Faivay, Nov. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


—_-" Georce Farepenicx, South ay or che. 
—_ ge, Devon, Farmer Plymouth Pet Nov 23 
‘ov 23 


Barer, Lawaence Guiex, Keith House, Le <h 
ao Agent High Court Pet Oct 20 Nov 


Beumen, Nesow, Nelson, Lancs, General Dealer Burnley 
Pet Nov 19 O1d Nov 19 

Bavexstocx, Tuomas, West Wycombe, Bucks, Farmer 
ag 5 Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Beasiey, H R, Bedford Court mans, Bedford sq High 

Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 22 ; 

Brooxe, Lieut Kewyzepy Gerraap, Dartmouth High 
Coart Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 22 

Buryett, Groros, Avenue chmbrs, Bloomsbury sq High 
Court Pet Sept 12 Ord Nov 22 

a Joux Bexay, Brough, York, Florist Kingston 

pon Hull Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Gaver, Leoxanp, New Cross rd, Aectenewe High Court 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 21 

Circe, Suita, Dewsbury, Rug Manufacturer Dewsbury 

Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 


27, 1900 


10.45 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 

Cuvee, SaMURL, Neath, Glam, Builder Dee 1 at 11,80 Bristol Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 Covca, NicnotasJoux, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet Nov 22 
Off Rec. Government bidgs, 8t Mary's st, Swansea DIMMOcK, EDWARD A, Bournemouth Poole Pet July 30 Ord Nov 22 

CLACK, Epwin Rosert, Upton, Glos, Farmer Nov 30 at Ord Nov 18 Crapper, Waagun Pernt, Merthyr ~ 2 cee Dealer 
12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin et, Bristol EDWARDS, THOMAS JAMES, The Clee Hill, nr Ludlow, Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 22 Ord 

Cooper, Lieut K E, Bromley, Kent Dec 1 at 11 139, York Salop, “oal Merchant Leominster Pet Nov 18 Ord Dvwas, Lours, m, Furnitare ‘Dealer Birming: 
rd, Westminster Bridge rd Nov 1 ham Pet Oct2l Ord Nov 14 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


MoOoORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 





ESTABLISHE ad in meee 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 


ZL.OnNDPDownm, 





| X 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


warter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction 7 supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Seitied by Counsel, will he sest 


on application. 
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——e we) 
Per eritol Pet Nov 9 


Foe bed Nora 


Gues, Antavz May, Weston sy 


yo Grocer Derby Pet Nov 
oo Cabinet Maker 


Pet Nov tl 
Gaayt, ALEXANDER, _ ee Fields, Lines, 
Market Gardener Lincoln Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 


Garoory, wnt Feascis Szeatu, Taplow Windor 
Pet Oct 13 Oct 29 
a Tsomas Wittiam, Seaham Harbour, Durham, 
Grocer 


Sunderland Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Hatt, Mixsre, Morecambe, Lancs, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Preston Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Hawxex, CHARLES, nam, Oil Merchant Plymouth 
Pet Nov21 Ord Nov 21 

Hespex, Wiuttam Asrava, Ripon, Yorks, Travelling 
Draper Northallerton Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Boorss, = Cromer, Norfolk, Boarding house 

pswich Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
ter, Farmer W orcester 





keeper 

Lewis, ae, Oo b Ww 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov? 

Lieut, Eowtn Farp, Kilmington, Wilts, Haulier Frome 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 

Micer, Joaw Wittram, Gedentnater, Bristol, Carpenter 
Bristol Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Mrrcuect, Eowim Kiyesiry —_ Geosce Fraperice 


Mit — Sa , Cabinet Makers Cardiff Pet Nov 
22 Ord 

Moroans, Joan, Pantrhydyfen, Port eee! an, Engine 
Driver Neath Pet Nov2l Ord N 


Moncax, Timorny, Chepstow, velba Newport, 
Mon Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Norratt, Jomy, Rochdale, Tinplate Worker Rochdale 
Pet Nov 23 ‘Ord Nov 23 

Payytsr, = 18 Revnae Deror, Cheltenham, Mechan- 

heltenham Pet Nov2l Ord Nov 21 


ician 

Peary, “—— Atrraep, Rhymney, Baker Tredegar 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Pagrcr, Leena Apevaipe, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 22 


Sarrirr, Eowaap, Grantham, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Sinrsox, Henny, aes upon Hull Kingston upon Hull 
Fes Bor 8 prin nen Middlesbrough, Coal 

fizea, Grorce “a, e ii rou Soa! 
Merchan chant Middlesbrough Pet Nov ili Ord Nov 22 

Surru, Faepesicx Grorcs, Hove, Sussex, Hosier Brighton 
Fet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Tuorrpr, fuomas James, Brackley, Northampton, Nursery- 





man Banoury Pet Nov22 Ord , 

Uzcett, Sterazw Jonuy, S8win- 
don’ Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

Wastes, Wituram, Barnby 7. Notts, Cycle Dealer 


Lincoln Pet Nov 73 Ord N. Nov 

Wesrow, Tuomas Frank, =. vicent, Baker Canter- 
bury Pet Nov2i Ord Nov2 

Zaneusski, Paviise, Neath, Glam, Wall Paper Merchant 
Neath Pet Nov 23 Ord Novas 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Keres, Lieut ApaiAw St Viscent, Stepney me Court 
Rec Ord Aug 24 Rese Nov 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Atoan, Grorce Epmuuyp, Sheringham, Norfolk, Baker 
Dec 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Basser, Lawrence Gus, Kei House, Regent st, 
Theatrical Agent Dec 7 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 

Brastay, H R, Bedford Court — Bedfcrd sq Dee5 at 
ul Bapkrupie bidgs, Care 

Biat, Bexsamin, Nuneaton, Leen, Grocer Dee 5 at 
11.30 Off Bec, 8, High st, Coventry 


ee Bristol, Clerk | 


Baooxs, Lieut MMe G Gerarp, Dartmouth Dec 5 at 1 


Cotuiss, Cuantes Water, Tunbridge Wells, General 
Smith Tunbri Wells Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 22 


Bankruptcy om Sow 3 
Buaweit, Georos, Avenue —_ > amend sq Dee7 oa Nicuotas Joux, Derby, Joiner Derby Pet Nov 


at i2 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
= Marcarar Morratiez, Berwick upon Tweed, 
a+ ~~ % Dec6at12 Uff Rec, 3, Mosley st, 
owesstie upon — 
seer j and STEVENS, tbourne, Builders Dec Sat 11.30 
Uff Rec, 12a, Mastbesengs . Brighton 
Cavey, Leovaap, New , Auctioneer Dec 5 at 12 
Baokruptey bidg:, Caney st 
Ciece, Suita, Dewsbury, York, Rug Manufacturer Dec 
Sat 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews- 


bury 

Cottiss, Caartes Watrer, Tunbridge Wells, General 
Smith Dec 2 at 11 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

pe Saxe, Harorp Lewis, Crediton rd, West Hampstead 
Dect6 atl Hankru bldgs, Carey st 

Devowacp, Evizaperu, 
Off Rec, Carmarthen 


Dives, asses s, Folkestone, Hotel Manageress Dec 3 at 
9. ff Rec 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 
Garren, cane Maroaser, Hove, Brighton Dec 5 at 


Off Rec, No 12a, Marlborough pl, ‘Brig ton 
GaeoOry BeaNaap Faaycis SeeaAtu, Tapiow, Bucks Dec 
6at12 14, Bedford ro 


Haws0n, Marsuact Caarman, Thorney, Cambridge, Miller | 


Dec 5at 12 The Law Courts, Peterborough 
Hotmes, ste wan Magy, jan, and Witttam Caow Hotmes, 


Nottingham, Bakers Dec 3 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle 
pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Jarvis, Weaten, Northumberland park, Tottenham 
Public Accountant Dec5at12 14, Bedford row 


Joxzs, Witttam Parrcaarp, Ruabon, Denbigh, Tobacco 
Dealer Dec 5at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Orrry, Atsert Grover, Thringstone, Leicester, Cricket 


rene Dec 5 at 12.30 Off Ree, 47, Full st, 

y 

Saayier, Jonw Georoe Wituam. Hoylake, Chester, 
Painter Dec5at2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
pool 

Saurra, Freperick Groner, Hove, Sussex, Hosier Dec 5 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Tage, Dasiet Joan, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Dec 5 at 3 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Taatz, Hexsert Greexwoon, Leeds, Solicitor Dec 5 at 3 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Uzze.t, Stersen Jouy, Cirencester, Fishmonger Dec 5 at 
1l Off Rec, 38, t circus, Swindoa 

Waap, Heway, Derby, Fish Salesman Dee 5 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Watt, Rosert Joun, Croydon, Chemist Dec 5 at 3 14, 
Bedford row 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baker, Georoe Farpericx, South Allington, nr Kings- 


bridge, Devon, Farmer Plymouth Pet Novy 23 Ord 


Nov 23 
Batsox, Ne.sow, Nelson, - omens General Dealer Burnley 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 1 


Baverstock, Tuomas West he gg) Bucks, Farmer 
Aylesbury Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 

Berswarp, Ciaupe, Fishponds, Bristol, , Bristol 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 23 

Burays, Marcaret Moraatier, Berwick upon Tweed, 
Potato Merchant Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Oct 28 
Ord Nov 22 

Br@ate, Joun Hewny, Brough, York, ee Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 

Carpet, Raspotra De Vers, Savoy st, eucned High Court 
Pet June 28 Ord Nov 21 

Ciscoe, Surra, Dewsbary, York, Rug Manufacturer Dews- 
bury Pet Nov 2i Ord Nov 21 





LIFE 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS | 





(Absolute or Contingent) 


PURCHASED. | 
Good prices given tor approved Securities. 





LOANS GRANTED 


Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
application. 





Upon first-class properties considered. 





BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


| STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 





cn SOCIETY, 
32, Moorgate Street, E,C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.1.4., Manager and Actuary: 


Assets: 
£6,500,000 


teynton, Pembroke Dec 3 at 12.45 


Ord Nov 22 
Caasse, Watrer Pranty, Merthyr Tydfil, Cycle Dealer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov22 
Dopesoy, Gaanvitts, Burnley, Company Director Bura- 
ley Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 23 
Ewe, Jons, Seven Kings, Essex, Sail and Fleg Maker 
High Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Nov 21 
Foutkes, Harry, Ripley, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Nov 
21 Ord Nov 2t 
| Grant, Acexanper, Bracebridge, Low Fields, Lines, 
| Market Gardener Lincoln Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Gustarp, Tuomas Wituiam, Seaham Harbour, Durbam, 
Grocer Sunderland Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Hatt, Mixyis, Morecambe, Lancs, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Preston Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Hawkey, Caaates, Plymouth, Oil Merchant 
Pet Nov 21 -Ord 
Hesoey, WictiaM Aatau Ripon, | Yorks, Travelling 
Draper Northallerton Pet Nov 2l Ord Nov 21 
Hoores, Extiot, Cromer, Boarding Home Keeper Ipswich 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 21 
Lewis, Manx, Ombersley, Worcester, Farmer Worcester 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
keome, Epwix Faro, Kilmington, Wilts, Haulier 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Mircae.tt, Epwis Sh, Al and Georoe Farpenice 
Miicaartt, Cardiff, Cabinet Makers Cardiff Pet Nov 
22 Ord Nov 22 
Moreay, Timoray, Chepstow, Mon, Seana New- 
port, Mon Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 2% 
Moreans, Jous, Pontrhydyfen, Port Talbot, Glam, Engine 
Driver Neath Pet Nov2l Ord Nov 2t 
Nutra, Jos, Rochdale, Tinplate Worker Rochdale 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Payyrenr, Faascis Bevitte Deroz, Cheltenham, Mechan- 
ician Cael Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Perry, Wittiam Atrarp, Rhymney, Baker Tredegar Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 
Sazaivr, Eowaap, Grantham, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Simeson, Henry, Kingston upon Hull 
Huil Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Surra, Farpraick Gsoros, Hove, Sussex, Hosier 
ton Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Tuosrs, Tuomas Jaues, Brackley, = pee Nursery- 
man Banbury Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 2: 
Unwa, Hasay Avovrn, Hillmarton rd, Holloway High 
Court Pet Oct 7 Ord Noy 18 
Uzze.t, Steenen Joun, Cirencester, Fishmonger Swindon 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
Waster, Wicttam, Barnby Moor, Notts, Cycle Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Nuv 23 Ord Nov 23 
Wesrtos, Taomas Frank, Sturry, Kent, Baker Canterbury 
Pet Nov2l Ord Nov 21 
Waits, Heway, Upper Parkstone, Dorset Poole Pet Nov 
4 Ord Nov 21 
Zanemeskt, Pautivg, Neath, Glam, Neath Pet Nov 23 
Ord Novy 23 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Covcu, Wittiam Joay, Anerley, Surrey Croydon Adjud 
July 3,1907 Annul Oct 20, 1910 
Muwpay, Cuaaces, Southampton, Oil and Colour Merchant 
Southampton Adjud July 2, 1908 Anaul Nov §, 1910 
London 6 azette.—Tuxsvay, Nov. 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baca, WitiiamM Hexveat, Holmewood gdns, Streatham 
Hill Wandswo: Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 24 
Buck, Frawx, Hosack rd, Balham Wandsworth Pet 
Nov 3 Ord Nov 24 
Carvert, Ev Oavruise, Garrick st, Billiard Table Maker 
High Court Pet Sept 13 Ord Nov 25 
Cooks, Hasxy Hoxtum, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Stationer 
Banggr Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
DavayueLe-Cragk, lan Haw i Sram, Gt 
Misernden, Bucks Aylesbury Pet Nov lu Ord Nov 26 
| Duxas, Henny, Stapenhill, Derby, Draper Burton on Trent 
| Pet Nov 24 Urd Nov 24 
Faviconsripor, Bressamin James, Laughton Common, 
| York, Geoeral Deaier Sheffield Pet Nov 24 Ord 
| Nov 24 
| Fisuen, Maroaaet, Rock Ferry, Chester, Confectioner 
Birkenhead Pet Nov 18 Od Nov 24 
Happos, Isavet, Landport, Hants, Draper 
Pet Nov 24 Und Nov 24 
Heaux, James, Latun, Bedford, Newsagent Luton Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Inmay, Curnpest Mansuact, Bedford row High Coumt 
Pet July 28 Ord Nov 1s 
Jones, Cant Witaecm, Upton Park, Essex, Tobacco Dealer 
| High Court Pet Oct i2 Ord Novy 19 


Plymouth 








Frome 


Kingston upon 
Brigh- 





Portsmouth 





Jonzrs, Many Aww, Morriston, Swansea, Tailor Swaisea 
Pet Nouv 2% Oid Nov 25 
Kengaty, Evwaup, Arundel st, Strand, Company Di: ector 
High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
Looan, Fururaick Looan, Ascot, Berks Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Oct 24 Und Nov x4 
Louis, dzax Laos, New Silkeworth, I urham, Physicia: 
Sunderlend Pet Now 24 Ord Nov v4 
Masoz, A.eeat Eustace, Reading, Motor F.ctor K ading 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
| Mouwt, K OU, Bracknell, Berks, Company Direcior Windsor 
Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 26 
| Nun», Witatam Jamas, Clacton on Fea, Accountant Col- 
chester Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 2 + 
Norrau, Samvzt, Burnley, TinandCopperSmith Buruley 
| Ree Moves Gea Now ss 
| Parker, Jamas, Blackburn, Wholesale Mardwrre Veakr 
Blackburn Pet Nov 23 "rd Nov 23 
Parktx, Taomas, jun, [ifracombe, Hairdresmr Barnstaple 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2 
Purtas, Wictiam Mostimen, Kinghora +t, *m.thfi-ld, 
sroreee Meichant High Court Pet July 16 Oud 
Nov 
Ramsvace, Wittiam Atuonp, [ odeme, Barman Stoc!.- 
% 











ton on Tees Pet Nov 28 Cri Nov: 
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Reywo.ps, Ricuanp Patiir, Dorking, Surrey, Cycle Agent REYNOLDS, RICHARD PuILip, Dorking, Surrey, C 
pay 


Croydon Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 

Roseats, Agtuvua, Liverpool, Builder 
8 Ord Nov 

Suaw, Tomas James, Hanley, 
Hanley Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 2% 

Susacixo, Rossat, Ormesby 8t Margaret, Norfolk 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 24 Ord Novy 2% 

Bimrson, Davio BanSavas,QGreat Grimeby,Grocer Great 
Grimsby Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 

Buace, Witsus Ricnaap, Musbury, or 
Threshing Machinist Exeter Pet Nov 
Nov 25 

Bex, Lee Mount, Halifax, Hay Dealer 

Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2% 

Vavouas, Liowet Geonoe Wittsam, Gillingham, Kent 
Mochester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 

Vow Horruas, 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 24 

Wap, Marruew, Romanby, nr Northallerton, York, Fish- 
monger Northallerton Pet Nov % Ord Nov 25 

Wurrerop, Geonos Surru, Great Yarmouth, Carter Grea 
Yarmouth Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 2 

Waiout, Sauvet Isaac Noawta, Manor Bathe, 
York, Bath Proprietor Sheffield Pet Nov 
Nov 26 


Liverpool Pet Nov 


Potter’s Manager 


Great 


Axminster, 
25 Ord 


Halifax 


Askern, 
26 Ord 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bach, WILLIAM HERBERT, Holmewood gdns, Streatham 
hill Dee 7 at 2.30 18%, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

BAKER, GEORGE FREDERK K, South Allington, nr Kings- 
bridge, Devon, Farmer Dec 9at12 7, Buckland ter, 
Plymouth 

BERNARD, CLAUDS, Bristol, Surgeon 
Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

BROADHURST, WILLIAM, Kotherhbam, York, Plumber 
7ati2 Off Rec, Pigtree In, Sheffield 

Buck, FRANK, Hosack rd, Balham Dec 8 at 11.30 
York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

BYGATR, JouN Heney, Brough, York, Florist Dec 8 at 12 
Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

CALVERT, EO DAUPHINE, Garrick st, Billiard Table Maker 
Dec Satll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Cox, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Haslemere, Surrey 
11.4 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

CRABBE, WALTER VERRIN, Merthyr Tydfil, Cycle Dealer 
Dec 7 at 12 Off Rec, County Court Hall, Merthyr 
Tydfil 

Downs, HANNAH, 
7atill 

DUFLETT, 


Dec 7at 11.30 Off 


Dec 


132, 


Dec 9 at 
‘) 


Stockport, Cheshire, Straw Dyer 
Off Rec, 6 Vernon st, Stockport 

CLEMENT FRANCIS, Kingsdown, Bristol, 
Dec 7 at 12 Off Ree, 24, Baldwin st, Bristol 

DU Kes, HENRY, Stapenhill, Derby, Draper Dec 
Bankruptcy bldgs (Room 53), Carey st 

FoULKe~, HARay, Ripley, Derby, Grocer 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

FRENCH, THOMAS,| B.dford Cycle, Agent 
Kec, The Parade Northampton 

GauNT, ALBON HENRY, Liansamlet, Glam, Labourer Dec 
7 atli Off Rec, Government b.dgs, St Mary st, Swan- 
sea 

Gipes, ARTHUR MAY, Weston super Mare, Cabinet Maker 
Dec 7 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

GRANT, ALEXANDER, Low fields, Lincoln, Market Gardener 
Dec Sati2 Of Ke, 10, Bank -t, Lincoln 

GrivritH, ARTHUR LLoyD, Trefriw, Carnarvon, 
Dec 9at3 Victoria Hotel, Llanrwst 

GUSTARD, THOMAS WILLIAM. Seaham Harbour, Durham, 
Grocer Dec Sat 10 Off Rec, 3, Manor pi, Sunderland 

HARGREAVES, JOSIAH MASON, Gateacre, Lancaster Dec 7 
atil Off Rec, 35, Vic oria st, Liverpool 

HAWKEN, CHARLES, Plymouth, Oil Merchant 
3.80 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Hespes, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Rpon, Yorks, Travelling 
Draper DecSati2 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Hooper, ELLiott, Cromer, Poarding House Keeper 
at i215 Off Rec, 36.4Princes st, Ipewich 

Hvewrs, Jonn, Liandudno, Butcher Dec 7 at 12 
chmbrs, Eastg ate row, Chester 

INMAN, CUTHBERT MARSHALL, Bedford row 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jones, CARL WILHELM, Upton Park, Essex, Tobacco 
Dealer Dec 9at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KENEALY, EDWARD, Arundel st, Strand, Company D. rector 
Dec 9at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lewis, Mark, Ombersley, Worcester, Farmer Dec 
11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenbagen st, Worcester 

Lignt, Epwin Freep, Kilmington, Wilts, Haulier 
at 1230 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

LOGAN, FREDERICK LOGAN, Ascot, Berks Dee 9 
182, York rd, Westminster bridge rd 

Mason, ALBERT EusTACcR, Reading, Motor Factor 
ati12 14, Bedford row 

MILLER, Joun WILLIAM, Bedminster, Bristol, Carpenter 
Deo 7 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

MoRGAN, Tivothy, Chepstow, Mon, Fishmonger Dec 7 
at il Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

NADESN, FRANK, South Stockport, Cheshire, Fruiterer’s 
Assistant Dec 7at11.30 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stock- 

rt 
NUNN, 


Dec 
Clerk 
8S atl 


Dec 7 at 11 


uO 


Dec 7 at oft 


Folicitor 


Dec 


Dec 8 


Crypt 


Dec 9 at 11 


ld at 
Dec 7 
at 12 


Dec 9 


WILLIAM JAMES, Clacton on 
Dec 9 at 11 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

NUTTALL, JouN, Rochdale, Tinplate Worker 
11.30 Town Hall, Rochdale 

Parger, James, Blackburn. Wholesale Hardware Dealer 
Dec 7at il County Court House, Blackburn 

PAYNTER, FRANCIS BREVILLE Deror, Cheltenham, Me- 
chanician Dec 10 at 3.15 County Court hidgs, Chel- 
ténham 

Pree, Loutz, Birmingham Dec7 at 11-30 Ruskin chmbrs, 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

PeRny, WILLIAM ALFRED, Rhymney, Mon, Baker Dec 7 
at 11.80 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

PHELAN, WILLIAM Mortimer, Kinghorn st, Smithfield, 
Provision Merchant Dec 8 at i2 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

RAMSDALE, WILLIAM ALMOND, Darlington, Barman Dec 
Sat 11.80 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middies- 
brough 


Sea, Accountant 


Dec 138 at 


A W, Northumberland av High Court | 
| VAUGHAN, LIONEL Groroe WILLIAM, Gillingham 





9 at) 


Dec 8 at 12 

FAXTON, JOHN ISADORE, Norwich, Glass Dealer 
12 ‘Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SEYMOUR, ELIZABETH, and ConsTagce West, Cliftonville, 
Margate, Boarding House Keepers Dec 7 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 684. Castle st, Canterbury 

SHEARING, RopEert, St Margaret, Norfolk Dec 7 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

SIMPSON, DAVID BARSABAS, Gt Grimsby, Grocer 
11 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs. Gt Grimsby 

Smupson, HENRY, Kingston upon Hull Dec 8 at 11 
Rec. York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

SIZER, GEORGE Lewis, Newport, Middlesbrough, Coal 
Merchant Dee 8 at 11.45 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, | 
Albert rd, ye | 

SMITH, Ben, Lee Mount, Halifax, Hay Dealer Dec 7 at 
10.45 County Court, Prescott st. Halifax 


132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
Dec 7 | 


Dec 7 at | 


Of | 


Dec 7 
at 3.45 115, High st, Rochester 

Von HorrmMayn, A W, Northomberland av Dec 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ZAREMBSKI, PAULINE, Neath, Wall Paper Merchant Dec 
7 at 11.30 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 


8 at 11 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST ‘SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(ESTABLISHED 





1823), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capita!, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STRERT, E.C. 








EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.0, 


ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalised, 


C. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
¥v. H. CLAYTON, 5 Secretaries. 


Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 





| Sir Farpx. Porvoo, Bt., 13, 











BY AUTHORITY. 14 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 
SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and | 
printed. OFFICIAL SEAIS designed and executed. 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stati.ners, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c 
49, FLEET STRELT, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 





Annval and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Preparei from the Finest Meat only. 
in Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 
BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 








ole hoe | | Tel. 6721 GERRARD. 


| The Right Hon. Axraus 


Dr. Epwin FresHriecn. 


| The fon. Mr. Justice 2 Jovor. 


LAY: —GREAT SAVING.—For 


| wrting charges :— 


ESTABLISHED 186%, 


FOREIGN WORK. 


ACCOUNTS COLLECTED, DISPUTES ADJUSTED, 
AND LEGAL INSTRUMENTS SERVED IN ANY 
PART OF THE COMMERCIAL WORLD. 


WYS MULLER & CO., 
10, SAVILE ROW, W., 


| And at COLEMAN ST., E.C.; PARIS, BERLIN, BRUSSELS, 


AMSTERDAM, ZURICH, NEW YORK, &c., &o. 


FOREIGN LEGAL WORK 
DR. WILLIAM NEUTS, LL.D., 
Soiicitor OSTEND. 

Legal Adviser to H. B.M. Consu 
Agent for Lloyds and the Principal Beards 
of Marine Underwriters. 
All oles business in Belgium, France, and Holland 
attenaed to. 


ay oe RUE ROYALE. 
Telegrams—“ N EUTS, OSTEND.” 


SELDEN SOCIETY. 


1887. 























FOUNDED 


| To encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History 


of English Law. 


Patron : 
HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 
Paestpexst: Mr. WALTER C. RENSHAW, K.C. 
, Tas Riast How. THE MASTER 
. OF THE ROLLS. 
Vick-PRESIDEXTS$ pux Rient Hox. Sir ROBERE 
FINLAY, G.C.M.G,, K.C. 
Covuncit. (March, 1910). 
Mr. Stoney O. Appry. Prof. Courryry 8, Keywr. 


Mr.W.Patey Baitvor,r.s.4. | Sir H. OC. Maxwett Lyra, 
K.C.B. 


Mr. R. F, Norros, x.c. 


Mr. C, A. Russet, « ©, 
Cnapwre x|The Hon. Mr. Justice 
Wakrrtvoros. 
Mr. T. Cvraias Witiiame, 
Literary Directors : 
Professor Vinooravorr, 1 
Old-equare; Lincoln’e-inn. Linton-road, Oxford. 
Hoa. Anditors: 
Mr. J, W. Crark, K.0. | Mr. Houserr Hatt. 
H Mr. B. Fosserr Lock, 
~ ot iee-cdaen, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 
Hon. Treasurer: Mr. J. E. W. «soy 
8, New-equare, Lincoln’s-inn, Londoa, 
Annual Subscription : bg he Life Mem! 
(or 30 ears for Létensien, Se. : TWENTY G 
ch Somber receives te: publeaton for the ae 
subscripti: and may su! ibe for an’ 
Public Pi vibearies, &c., b= — Ce fo any previews 
ing a coppice set of past Publi may receive 
a special ra‘ i 
Ferther yartioslare may be eltaincl from the Reerctary Ge 
Treasurer. 
Notz.—Publications already issued ce 288. each & 
Non-Members) : (I. -) Sues Select Pleas of ca, 
— WL (1I1.) Select Civil Pieas. ee 


Cours, K.c. 


Sir C. B. H. 
Hea.ey,k.c.B., 


Leet Jurisdiction in Norwich. 
(VIL.) a ya of 
a 1. ) Th 
XL) 


(Vol. 2) 2 & 3 Ed. 2. 
(XXL.) Borougk C ustoms ( 
Series (Vol. 3), (XXTIL) 


by 2). (XXIL) 
Law Mecchent ( Vout 1). 





rom 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the follo 
: Fa 
: sheet. 
per 20 folios.” 
per folio. ; 


Abstracts Copied "per 
Biiefs and ~~~ P 
De R D 

ecs Roun : 


Fall © - ae ver folio. 
PAPER. Poolscap, id. per shest Draft, id. diitogl 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 

KER® & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, 
REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHE 





|-A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports 


Text-books always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


3, Bream’s Bulidings Chancery Lane 





nd oa, 


ditto; 


rn, E.G 











